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Introduction 



IT is a truism that the proper study of 
history entails not only the collection 
of material illuminating certain events but 
more significantly the understanding of 
such events. To understand the meaning 
of the issues with which he is concerned, 
the student of history must first recapture 
the characteristic climate of a particular era. 
This is both his responsibility and his pleas- 
ure. The beliefs, the fears and hopes of 
another generation must become real if he 
is to evoke an aura of forgotten things. The 
mark of the great historian is precisely his 
gift of deep insight into other men and 
times. 

Each age responds, of course, more 
acutely to some periods of the past than to 
others. The sixteenth century thus drew 
its inspiration from classical times, while 
the early nineteenth century turned often 
in spirit to the high middle ages. For the 
present generation, specifically, a certain 
ambivalence exists toward the kaleidoscopic 
years preceding the Second World War. 
On the one hand, one finds easy sympathy 
for an age which was as truly uncertain as 
our own. The dilemma of a concentrated 
attack by alien and foreboding forces upon 
established values, of democracy faced by 
a totalitarian system, of inevitable change 
in a situation where the status quo seemed 
preferable, is all too familiar. Nor does the 
mood of millions of peace-loving citizens 
who sensed the drift of their world toward 
a catastrophe they could not quite grasp, 
and felt helpless to prevent, find lack of 
empathy. 

And yet the atmosphere of the nineteen- 
thirties is strangely disturbing. The very 



recentness tends to distort. Events within 
the active memory of man are appraised in 
the light of consequences then unknown. 
Here the historian must lift a warning 
hand. The pre- and post-war worlds are 
vastly different. The decades between 1914 
and 1939 were witness to what now, from 
the perspective of the Cold War, was 
clearly the political collapse of Europe. 1 A 
few perceptive men were aware of this even 
then. But most clung to their faith that a 
solution to Europe's difficulties would be 
found in the re-application of tried and 
tested formulas which had governed the 
European political order for centuries. This 
faith was buttressed by a miscomprehension 
of the course of recent history and the as- 
surance that the difficulties arose from a 
temporary disturbance of normal condi- 
tions, Observers, made cynical by later ex- 
perience, are duly critical of the obtuseness 
and lack of vision of the statesmen of the 
nineteen-thirties. Yet only by appreciating 
that they were attempting to meet a chal- 
lenge within a framework of traditional 
political attitudes can the student con- 
structively examine the phenomenon of 
appeasement 

Had it not been for the fact that Ethi- 
opia 2 was a member of the League of Na- 
tionssponsored ironically enough in 1923 



. Haio Holborn, The Political Collapse of 
Europe (New York, 1951), for a masterly de- 
velopment of this argument 

2 Ethiopia is the official name for the country 
which is also frequently called Abyssinia (from 
the Portuguese form of the Arabian "habesch," 
ie., mixture). In this booklet both usages have 
been retained as determined by the authors of the 
various selections. 
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by Italy the crisis which is the subject 
of the selections in this booklet would no 
doubt have been little more than a passing 
squall on the political scene. British and 
French statesmen, reflecting upon their 
own colonial history and the exigencies of 
the political arena, would hardly have gone 
beyond limited comment on Italian aggres- 
sion. The abandonment of the backward 
Ethiopians might even have been turned 
into a virtue by serving to sate a dissident 
neighbor. For it was the swelling expres- 
sion of dissatisfaction with the order which 
had emerged from Versailles that engen- 
dered appeasement. The dictators cleverly 
oversimplified the distinction between 
"have" and "have not" nations, but they did 
accurately reflect a sentiment which had 
been growing since the peace settlement, 
that its terms had been unwisely harsh. 

To conceive of peace in the strict sense 
of a state of avoidance of war is meaning- 
less. The existence of peace implies the 
general acceptance of prevailing political 
conditions by all or, at least, the signifi- 
cant portion of the community of nations, 
whereby a modification of these conditions 
evolves only through orderly and mutually- 
acceptable means. The political order de- 
termined by the provisions of the Treaty of 
Versailles had been accepted most unwill- 
ingly by many nations. That the principal 
beneficiaries of this arrangement misunder- 
stood the implications of the First World 
War proved tragic. There were valid rea- 
sons why countries such as Italy, Germany, 
or Japan should desire a readjustment of 
the system. There were equally sound rea- 
sons why the Western democracies would 
attempt to preserve their own image of the 
world. But over a decade of involvement 
with the question of revision had shaken 
their convictions. Even more telling was 
the muffled threat of the revisionist states 
to resort to war if changes were not made. 

Weighty moral as well as political and 
economic considerations lay behind the ab- 
horrence of the democracies for war. When 
Field Marshal Ludendorff turned to the 
Fourteen Points in 1918 in his effort to save 



the German army from destruction, he pur- 
portedly declared that Wilson's cant would 
be the means of entrapping him. In a way, 
it can be argued that the democracies were 
indeed "entrapped." Wilsonian aspirations 
fell ruefully short of post-Versailles reality. 
Doubt as to its course pervaded the West. 
"The war to save the world for democracy" 
proved as much a misnomer as what inex- 
orably would be known as "the war to end 
war." Disillusion with victory led the de- 
mocracies to define "peace" narrowly. While 
they were uncertain of how to entertain a 
readjustment of the prevalent order, they 
were determined not to be enticed into fur- 
ther armed conflict. The sanctity of preser- 
vation of peace at any price became an 
article of almost mystic faith. This wide- 
spread pacifism, typified by the oath, taken 
by students at Oxford in 1933, "not to fight 
for king and country," lies at the root of the 
practice of appeasement. 

A taint of uncleanness has come to cling 
to the use of this word within the demo- 
cratic vocabulary. The definition offered in 
a leading college text of appeasement as "a 
policy of granting concessions to an aggres- 
sive and unscrupulous nation from motives 
of fear or indolence," 3 strikes a quicker re- 
sponse than the more restrained explanation 
in the dictionary, "an act to conciliate." The 
consequences of appeasement are apparent. 
The motives of those who turned to ap- 
peasement, however, bear closer investiga- 
tion. The statesmen of the thirties were 
undeniably foolish to have closed their eyes 
to the reality of power; they patently accel- 
erated the democratic decline. Is there 
merit, nonetheless, in exploring the extent 
to which their parochial interests and inde- 
termination can be distinguished from a 
conscious surrender of their trust? That 
they were sheep among wolves a not un- 
known species in any historical setting 
who sought to redress a critical unbalance 
by initiating a new era of conciliation? That 
their crucial mistake lay in a want of unity 

Edward McNall Bums and Philip L. Ralph, 
World Civilizations (New York, 1958), 2nd ed., 
2 vol, Vol. H, p. 585. 
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and lack of faith in the principle of collec- 
tive security, which had become the back- 
bone of the post-war order? 

Reflections of this sort explain why the 
selections which follow focus upon the ac- 
tivity surrounding the consideration of the 
Ethiopian issue by the League of Nations. 
It is, indeed, the peculiar involvement of 
the League, quite distinct from its proce- 
dure in other crises, which raises the ques- 
tion, lying at the heart of this collection 
of commentary, whether the Italian-Ethi- 
opian conflict was not the very touchstone 
of appeasement. The principle of collective 
security as an instrument for securing the 
peace was the victim of prenatal malnutri- 
tion. Abandoned by its natural parent at 
birth, nursed by indifferent guardians, it 
succumbed in early adolescence. The 
League proved able to impose its will only 
in quarrels concerning minor powers. With 
the absence of the United States and the 
Soviet Union and the disinterest of Great 
Britain, France made use of the League 
structure to enhance her own security posi- 
tion. The British, in their turn, miscon- 
strued French fear of Germany as a re- 
newal of her ancient ambition to dominate 
Europe. The resulting joust kept the de- 
mocracies at cross purposes and made it 
relatively easy for Japan to carry out in 
1931 her aggressive policy in Manchuria. 
The League, to be sure, investigated and 
declared its disapproval. The United States 
concurred. But French attention was fixed 
on Europe; Britain and America could not 
decide whether to act either independ- 
ently or in unison in preservation of their 
special interests in the Pacific. For those 
with eyes to see, Manchuria hinted at the 
moral bankruptcy of League leadership. 
And yet the crisis which arose out of the 
Wai Wai incident provides an even more 
instructive example of collective security 
under attack. In 1935-36, amidst a great 
paeon of sonorous righteousness, the League 
mobilized its machinery and displayed its 
impotence to the world. The readings in 
this volume should allow the student to 
determine to what degree the ramifications 



of the Italian-Ethiopian imbroglio may 
serve as a microcosm of the dilemma of the 
nineteen-thirties. 

Professor Toynbee, in fact, in the second 
selection, sees it as the tragedy of Western 
society in which the Mussolinian sin of 
commission had combined with the demo- 
cratic sin of omission to expose "the moral 
perversity" of the Christian world. That 
being so, Western man must share the ulti- 
mate guilt for the destruction of his own 
heritage and the transfer of power to totali- 
tarianism. G. M. Gathorne-Hardy recog- 
nizes the justice of this judgment in essence 
if not in form. He devotes a lengthy chap- 
ter in his survey of international events be- 
tween the wars to the Ethiopian crisis be- 
cause it is to him a crucial turning-point in 
post-war history which affected the whole 
world with fundamental consequences. 

Winston Churchill was one of the very 
few European statesmen who were alive to 
the portents of the times. The menace of 
an unleashed Nazi Germany was unmis- 
takable to him. A Conservative, with all 
the understandable reluctance of his class 
to jeopardize further a social and economic 
status which participation in the First 
World War had badly weakened, Churchill, 
no less than his fellows, desired to avoid 
a conflict with Italy. Whereas their atti- 
tude, however, was rooted in a general 
averseness toward any action which might 
entail British energy and expense, his grew 
from the fear of driving Mussolini into the 
camp of Hitler. In spite of a practical de- 
sire to accommodate Italy where possible, 
Churchill saw plainly what most of his 
fellow Conservatives did not: that Italy, 
having scorned a reasonable solution to her 
aspirations, must be clearly and decisively 
curbed lest the West bare its weakness to 
other aggressors. 

Whether, had Churchill been in a posi- 
tion to exert leadership, the Italian-Ethi- 
opian crisis would have been of short dura- 
tion and the dictators firmly tethered can 
only be surmised. It is the conviction of 
Professor Salvemini in the fourth selection 
that absence of British resistance to Italian 
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pretensions he suggests a certain alacrity 
to agree to a sharing of colonial spoils 
was directly responsible for World War II. 
Another Italian historian, Luigi Villari, 
argues quite the opposite in coming to a 
similar conclusion. British jealousy in shar- 
ing Africa and a calculated attempt to make 
political hay in the parliamentary elections 
of Fall, 1935, by blackening the name of 
Italy provide him ground for branding 
"Edenism" as the cause for subsequent 
disasters. 

Others have placed the primary guilt 
with France. Terrified by the sight of a re- 
surgent Germany, she sought to broaden 
her ring of alliances. Ethiopia was the price 
of Italian cooperation with France. Lord 
Vansittart, Permanent Under-Secretary in 
the British Foreign Office between 1930 
and 1938, claims that Premier Pierre Laval 
was in the pay of both Mussolini and Hit- 
ler, 4 but Vansittart in his anxiety to prevent 
a merging of German and Italian interests 
was involved in the fiasco of the Hoare- 
Laval Plan and was understandably bitter 
at its premature release by the French. It 
is probably safe to assume that all French- 
men including the slippery and self-seek- 
ing Laval who were not completely ob- 
sessed with the Red bogey were hostile to 
a rampant Germany. They were, however, 
by no means united in playing fast with 
the existing deterrent to renewed German 
expansion, the League of Nations, in order 
to gain the support of Mussolini. It is inter- 
esting to speculate whether the French plan 
of augmenting their position was ever pos- 
sible. Could a nation whic'h was vitally 
interested in preserving the status quo come 
to terms with one whose ideology had as a 
prime tenet the increase of its power? Or 
was it the sudden-found British champion- 
ship of the League which distorted an 
otherwise workable scheme and promoted 
a wave of double-dealing all along the line 
from Mussolini to Laval to Baldwin to 
Hider? This is the topic of concern for 

4 Robert Vansittart, Lessons of My Life (New 
York, 1943), pp. 37-52. 



Arnold Wolfers and D. W. Brogan in the 
sixth and seventh selections. 

But, as Sigmund Neumann indicates, it 
is difficult and quite misleading to separate 
French and British failings. The Ethiopian 
crisis became a "test of political astuteness 
and moral fiber of the great powers." Mus- 
solini was eager to utilize the menace of 
Hitler and the need for a united front to 
add to his empire. France was prepared to 
walk a precarious diplomatic tightrope to 
procure an illusive security. Soviet Russia 
donned ill-fitting democratic garb in alarm 
over the implications of continued isola- 
tion. And Britain, preferring the comfort- 
ing blindness of the ostrich, gave lip service 
to her illustrious heritage. 

All would agree, however, that the vic- 
tor was Adolf Hitler. The net result of 
Ethiopia was the formation of the Rome- 
Berlin Axis in which Mussolini emerged as 
the junior partner of the German Fuehrer. 
Could this fatal denouement have been 
avoided? Elizabeth Wiskemann concludes 
that a careful handling of the crisis could 
have prevented an alliance, the impetus for 
which originated with Hider and not with 
Mussolini. The character of the two dic- 
tators was generally misassessed at the time. 
Mussolini's bluster was weighed more heav- 
ily than the facts merited. The impact of 
Hitler's demonic intensity was still not ap- 
parent. With his usual prescience he saw 
in Ethiopian developments the opportunity 
to bind Italy to his dream of German world 
hegemony. The association did not accord 
with Italy's natural interests, but the irreso- 
lute actions of the democracies forfeited for 
them the power of leverage which had been 
the dominant feature of their control of 
Europe. Hider reaped the harvest which 
grew from the confusion in which Britain 
and France found themselves when faced 
simultaneously with two revisionist attacks. 
Alan Bullock points out thfe superior realism 
of Hider and his brilliant exploitation of the 
unexpected moment in the tenth selection. 

There are those who would still maintain 
that the Ethiopian crisis was primarily one 
more case of European power politics. Her- 
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bert Feis is concerned with its reverbera- 
tions in the United States and the vital 
importance of the American attitude. Since 
League leadership was shaky at best, the 
position of the United States became a 
material consideration. Sanctions could not 
be effective without the concurrence of the 
United States. But American public opin- 
ion held that the country, having burned 
her fingers once, should avoid foreign en- 
tanglements. The spate of neutrality legisla- 
tion was enacted just at the time when con- 
tinental statesmen were nervously consider- 
ing what the consequences might be if full- 
blown sanctions, as many believed, would 
drive Mussolini to war. The possibility that 
American neutrality might actually work 
in favor of Mussolini against the democ- 
racies dampened, Feis sadly concludes, their 
spirit of resistance. 

Once again the American reaction was 



not unique but contributed to a current 
which flowed over the whole Western 
world. Peace meant the avoidance of war. 
Each nation held to its own ivory tower, 
be that the barrier of a broad ocean, a readi- 
ness not to let one hand see what the other 
was doing or a blind trust in the panacea 
of collective security. The indictment by 
Richard Grossman, which stands at the end 
of this booklet, of Western abandonment 
of intrinsic values and of passive reliance 
on right-sounding sentiment without the 
will to translate words into action recalls 
the anguished cry of Alexis de Tocque- 
ville to the French Chamber of Depu- 
ties just before the February Revolution 
that it was the spirit and not the laws which 
really counted. May not the Italian-Ethi- 
opian crisis, wrapped in its mantle of ap- 
peasement, be the source of fruitful inquiry 
into an ageless problem? 



LIST OF IMPORTANT EVENTS 



1933 JANUARY 30 
JUNE 7 
OCTOBER 14 



1934 JANUARY 26 
JUNB 30 
JULY 26 
SEPTEMBER 18 
OCTOBER 13 

NOVEMBER 12 
DECEMBER 5 

1935 JANUARY 4-7 
JANUARY 13 
MARCH 16 
APRIL 11-14 
MAY 2 
JUNE 18 
JUNE 24-26 
JUNE 27 
AUGUST 31 
SEPTEMBER 11 
OCTOBER 3^f 
OCTOBER 10 
NOVEMBER 14 
DECEMBER 9 

1936 MARCH 7 
MAY 5 
JULY 4 
JULY 18 
OCTOBER 26 



Hitler becomes German Chancellor 

Four-Power Pact 

German withdrawal from Disarmament Conference and 

League 

German-Polish Non-Aggression Pact 

Blood Purge in Germany 

Austrian Putsch 

Russia joins the League of Nations 

Assassination of Barthou and King Alexander in Marseilles; 

Laval French Foreign Minister 

Vote on Peace Ballot begins 

Wai Wai Incident (Ual Ual) 

Laval-Mussolini negotiations in Rome 

Saar Plebiscite 

Reintroduction of German conscription 

Stresa Conference 

Franco-Soviet Pact of Mutual Assistance 

Anglo-German Naval Accord 

Eden visit to Rome to negotiate the Ethiopian dispute 

Announcement of Peace Ballot results 

American Neutrality Resolution 

Speech of Sir Samuel Hoare to League 

Italy invades Ethiopia 

League Committee on Sanctions 

British General Elections 

Hoare-Laval Plan 

German reoccupation of the Rhineland 
Italian Forces enter Addis Ababa 
League Council votes to discontinue Sanctions 
Outbreak of Spanish Civil War 
Rome-Berlin Axis 



The Conflict of Opinion 

"[The Abyssinian crisis] marks a crucial turning-point in post-war history. 
The triumph of Italian aggression, naked and unashamed, affected the whole 
world with fundamental consequences. To England, it meant the virtual 
destruction of the institution which successive Governments, of different 
parties, had proclaimed to be the keystone of their foreign policy. To France 
... it meant that the enemy of whom she stood most in terror was encouraged 
to fresh audacity and rescued from his previous isolation. And finally, by an 
act of poetic justice, it was destined to mean the extinction of [Italy's] 
influence on the Danube, and the arrival of German forces on the Brenner/* 

G. M. GATHORNE-HARDY 



"A spirit of collective pacifism possessed them, and made the peoples content 
with the lazy approval of high ideals, the verbal condemnation of injustice, 
chicanery and oppression. . . , It intoxicated the democracies with a feeling of 
moral superiority and well-being, while it sapped their sense of responsibility. 
Gradually statesmen and peoples alike began to believe that the League of 
Nations was a force able to do the work which previously fell to the various 
nations. . . . Since the League had no coercive power at its disposal, this trust 
was wholly unjustified/* 

R. H. S. GROSSMAN 



"The Italo-Ethiopian War marked a milestone in the evolution of public 
opinion, which often proved to be more sincere and more advanced in realiz- 
ing the issues, dangers, and necessary decisions than were the statesmen." 

SIGMUND NEUMANN 



"History has perhaps never played a stranger trick upon Man than to allow 
British indignation against international lawlessness and imperialist and racial 
bullying to have smoothed the path of Adolf Hitler. Out of this misconcep- 
tion was born that deformity, the Italo-German alliance, of which Hitler 
had so long dreamed." 

ELIZABETH WISKEMANN 



"The policy of appeasement is not to be understood unless it is realized that 
it represented the acceptance by the British Government, at least in part, of 
Hitler's view of what British policy should be/' 

ALAN BULLOCK 
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xv i Conflict of Opinion 

"If ever there was an opportunity of striking a decisive blow in a generous 
cause with a minimum of risk, it was here and now. The fact that the nerve 
of the British Government was not equal to the occasion can be excused only 
by their sincere love of peace." 

WINSTON CHURCHILL 



"But for Eden's blocking of peace moves before 1939, it is likely that there 
would have been no war in 1939. ... In short, Edenism from 1934 to 1938 
was responsible for Churchill and the disastrous impact of the latter's policies 
on Britain, Europe and the world." 

LUIGI VILLARI 



". . . it is apparent that the sin which was committed in 1935 was not merely 
Mussolini's or Fascismo's or Italy's. This guilt was shared by Britain and 
France, and in some measure by the whole living generation of the Western 
Society ." 

ARNOLD TOYNBEE 



"There was only one country strong enough and free enough to turn the 
balance of events against [Mussolini], if it so willed the United States." 

HERBERT FEIS 



ITALY AND ABYSSINIA 



G. M. G ATHORNE-HARD Y 



Geoffrey Malcolm Gathorne- Hardy served with distinction in the 
Boer and First World Wars and was thereafter long-time honorary secre- 
tary of the Royal Institute of International Affairs. It was to complement 
the annual survey of international affairs directed by Professor Arnold 
Toynbee and to reach some kind of retrospect over the happenings of 
the years since the war that A Short History of International Affairs 
appeared in 1934. The following selection, drawn from the Fourth Edition 
(1950), serves as a general introduction to the events of the year 1935. 



THE FRANCO-ITALIAN 

T AGREEMENTS 

E first event of international im- 
portance in the year 1935 was an 
endeavour on the part of France to con- 
solidate her newly won friendship with 
Italy. During practically the whole of the 
post-war period down to July 1934, a va- 
riety of causes had subjected Franco-Italian 
relations to considerable tension, and the 
policy of Italy had been on the whole 
extremely sympathetic to Germany. M. 
Barthou had been succeeded as French 
Foreign Minister by a man whose character 
and personality were destined to exert so 
decisive an influence on the events recorded 
in this chapter that he merits a few words 
of introduction. M. Pierre Laval, the in- 
dividual in question, has been pungently 
described by Lord Vansittart, who had 
first-rate opportunities of studying him at 
close quarters, as in the category of "rot- 
ters" "one of the few in whom die micro- 
scope has revealed nothing but more teem- 
ing decomposition." Nature, in casting him 
for the role of a crook and a traitor, seemed 
to have overdone the make-up. In spite, 
however, of .a reptilian countenance calcu- 
lated to inspire the liveliest mistrust, M. 
Laval succeeded, over a number of years, 



in playing the part most competently. Lord 
Vansittart suggests that as early as 1935 
he was already prepared to betray his coun- 
try's interests both to Hitler and Mussolini. 
But it is proposed here to give him the 
benefit of the doubt, and to interpret his 
actions on the hypothesis that his aims at 
this stage may have been those of a patriotic 
but narrow-minded Frenchman, though 
the means by which he sought to achieve 
them were completely unscrupulous and 
dishonest. M. Laval lost no time in at- 
tempting to exploit the favourable circum- 
stances which had brought about the 
reorientation of so important a European 
Power. Immediately after the New Year 
he set out for Rome, where, in the course 
of three days, agreement was reached on 
a number of outstanding questions. A con- 
cession of further territory in Africa, con- 
siderable in extent though of small value, 
was made by France to Italy in supple- 
mentary and final redemption of her pledge 
in the Treaty of London, 1915. Further 
compensations to Italy in Africa took the 
form of an arrangement for a transfer of 
some 2,500 shares in the French-owned 
Djibouti-Addis Ababa railway, through 
which the trade of Abyssinia was connected 
with the sea in French Somaliland. On 



From G. M. Gathorne-Hardv, A Short History of International Affairs 1920-1939 (London, 1950), 
pp. 392-418. Published under the auspices or the Royal Institute of International Affairs. Reprinted 
by permission of Oxford University Press. 
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G. M. GATHORNE-HARDY 



the Tunisian issue, a settlement was arrived 
at whereby children born of Italian parents 
in that colony before 1945 should retain 
Italian nationality, and those born in the 
ensuing twenty years should have a right 
of option. After 1965 the French common 
law was to prevail. 

In reference to the European situation, 
both parties agreed to act in concert in the 
event of a unilateral repudiation by any 
country of its armaments obligations, and 
recognized the principle that no such uni- 
lateral action was permissible. They re- 
affirmed the obligation to respect the 
independence and territorial integrity of 
other States, and recommended die con- 
clusion of a convention for reciprocal non- 
intervention between Austria and other 
"particularly interested States/' Super- 
ficially, it appeared that Italy had derived 
few advantages from this bargain. The 
willingness of France to co-operate in oppo- 
sition to German interference with Austria 
seemed a foregone conclusion in any case, 
for which no payment was required; the 
Tunisian arrangements involved on the 
whole a relaxation of the claims previously 
made by Italy, and the territorial gains in 
Africa amounted to no more than a number 
of square miles of thinly populated desert. 
Having regard to the sequel, there can be 
little doubt that the aspect of the Franco- 
Italian settlement to which Signer Musso- 
lini attached the greatest importance was 
that it would clear the way for a project, 
plans for which had been for some time in 
preparation the conquest of Abyssinia. 
Hitherto, an Italian forward policy in this 
region would have been met by the jealous 
opposition of France, but, at the present 
juncture, as the very fact of the negotia- 
tions tended to prove, the situation arising 
from the resurgence of Germany made her 
inclined to subordinate all other interests 
to the paramount aim of organizing a com- 
mon front against the European peril. In 
the Rome conversations Signor Mussolini 
obtained at least an assurance that the 
direct interests of France would not stand 
in the way of the establishment by Italy 



of a predominant economic influence in 
Abyssinia, and, though M. Laval was per- 
haps truthful in asserting that "nothing in 
the Rome Agreements tampers with the 
sovereignty, independence, and territorial 
integrity of Ethiopia," and in repudiating 
the charge that he had given carte blanche 
in advance to Italian aggression, the Duce 
appears to have concluded, rightly in the 
light of what followed, that if French in- 
terests were no bar to his plans, Ethiopian 
interests were not a matter in which France 
would be greatly concerned. 

THE FIRST REPUDIATION OF THE 
VERSAILLES TREATY 

Meanwhile, Herr Hitler was realizing 
the advisability of some sensational stroke 
of policy to vindicate his claim to be the 
destined leader to bring his nation from 
the Egyptian bondage of the Peace Treaty 
into the Promised Land of German hegem- 
ony. Progress had so far been slow and 
unimpressive. The Anschluss seemed far- 
ther off than ever, and the main result of 
the Austrian putsch had been to turn a 
probable ally into an active opponent. It 
was true that the work of rearming Ger- 
many had already surreptitiously begun, 
but it seemed probable that it might be 
robbed of dramatic interest by the acquies- 
cence of the other Powers, so long as it was 
not too defiantly advertised. From the con- 
versations between France and Great Brit- 
ain which took place in London at the 
beginning of February 1935, it was appar- 
ent that both Governments were prepared, 
conditionally, to abrogate the disarmament 
clauses of Versailles. The condition which 
France was most anxious to impose was the 
adherence of Germany to the system of 
mutual guarantee projected by M. Barthou, 
and this idea found expression in the com- 
munique* issued at the conclusion of the 
London conversations, where it was coupled 
with a new proposal for an "air Locarno/' 
under which the Western Powers would 
mutually undertake to give the immediate 
assistance of their air forces to whichever 
of them might be the victim of unprovoked 
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aerial aggression by another of the con- 
tracting parties. 

These proposals were presented to Ger- 
many as an integral whole, since the point 
on which British opinion was most insistent 
was the attainment of a general settlement; 
in Germany, however, they were considered 
separately and met with different recep- 
tions. The air-pact, which, as General 
Goring later pointed out, implied the exist- 
ence of the air force denied by the Peace 
Treaty to Germany, was decidedly wel- 
comed; to refuse such a proposal would 
merely be to deprive Germany of the con- 
tingent benefits of an arrangement which 
the other parties were quite capable of con- 
cluding between themselves, but Germany 
maintained her objections to entering into 
multilateral pacts in eastern Europe. Still, 
the prospects seemed sufficiently favourable 
to warrant an invitation to Sir John Simon 
to visit Berlin on 7 March. Three days, 
however, before the date proposed, die 
British Government published a parlia- 
mentary paper relating to the question of 
defence. This drew attention to the "fact 
that Germany was . . . rearming openly on 
a large scale, despite the provisions of Part 
V of the Treaty of Versailles," and rec- 
ognized "that not only the forces but the 
spirit in which the population, and espe- 
cially the youth of the country, are being 
organized lend colour to, and substantiate, 
the general feeling of insecurity which has 
already been incontestably generated." 

Whether in consequence of this out- 
spoken publication, as was generally as- 
sumed at the time, or from other causes, 
Herr Hitler immediately developed "a 
cold/' which necessitated die postponement 
of the British visit until towards the end 
of the month. His recovery from this diplo- 
matic ailment was further jeopardized by 
a decision of the French Cabinet, on 12 
March, to make up the serious deficiency in 
available conscripts which faced them dur- 
ing the years 1935-9, owing to the fall in 
the French birth-rate during the Great 
War. This end they proposed to attain by 
doubling the period of service and reducing 



the age of enlistment. Though this would 
not result in an expansion of the French 
forces, but was merely designed to main- 
tain them at the normal level of about 
350,000 men, it supplied the Fiihrer with a 
convenient pretext for a step which he may 
already have contemplated. It was by this 
time evident that the policy both of France 
and Great Britain contemplated, as inevita- 
ble, an increase in the armed forces of 
Germany; it was therefore a safe conjecture 
that neither of them would proceed to 
extremities, however flagrandy Herr Hitler 
chose to repudiate his obligations under 
Part V of the Peace Treaty. In these cir- 
cumstances, he was presented with the 
opportunity for a dramatic cony. 

On Saturday, 9 March, foreign Govern- 
ments were officially notified of the exist- 
ence, in spite of the Treaty, of a German 
air force. This date is of importance as 
marking the first open repudiation by Ger- 
many of her treaty obligations, but 'die 
essential fact had for some time been com- 
mon property, and the announcement, 
therefore, while it may have been intended 
as a ballon d'essai, fell comparatively flat 
On the 13th Sir John Simon stated, in the 
House of Commons, that the postponed 
Anglo-German discussions would take place 
on the 25th, and that he and Mr. Eden 
would leave for Berlin on the previous day. 
The next week-end was, however, more 
sensational. On 16 March the Government 
of the Reich published a decree reintroduc- 
ing conscription in Germany, and placing 
the peace-strength of the German army at 
twelve corps and thirty-six divisions, or, as 
Herr Hider subsequendy paraphrased it, 
about 550,000 men. As a force of this size 
nearly doubled the figure which Herr Hit- 
ler had previously proposed as adequate, 
and was overwhelmingly in excess of the 
normal peace-strength of the French army 
in Europe, the announcement aroused 
general consternation. As the British Gov- 
ernment hastened to point out in an official 
protest, it gravely impaired, if it did not 
finally destroy, the prospects of a "general 
settlement freely negotiated," wt " ' 
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hitherto been the accepted objective of 
European diplomacy: 

The attainment of a comprehensive agree- 
ment, which by common consent would take 
the place of treaty provisions, cannot be facili- 
tated by putting forward, as a decision already 
arrived at, strengths for military effectives 
greatly exceeding any before suggested 
strengths, moreover, which, if maintained un- 
altered, must make more difficult, if not im- 
possible, the agreement of other Powers vitally 
concerned. 

The French and Italian Governments 
also protested, and the former lodged an 
immediate appeal with the Secretary Gen- 
eral of the League. An extraordinary meet- 
ing of the League Council was summoned, 
to be preceded by a conference between the 
representatives of France, Great Britain, 
and Italy, at Stresa, on 1 1 April, to consider 
the attitude of these three Powers to the 
nefa situation. 

THE STRESA CONFERENCE AND THE 
PROCEEDINGS AT GENEVA. 

The visit of the British Ministers to Ber- 
lin took place, as arranged, on 25 March, 
but achieved little more than the disclosure 
of a stubborn and recalcitrant attitude on 
the part of Herr Hitler. It was followed 
by the visit of Mr. Eden to Moscow, War- 
saw, and Prague, and by the meeting of 
the Stresa Conference on 11 April. This 
was mainly an attempt to demonstrate a 
common front. The three Governments 

regretfully recognized that the method of uni- 
lateral repudiation adopted by the German 
Government, at a moment when steps were 
being taken to promote a freely negotiated 
settlement of the question of armaments, had 
undermined public confidence in the security 
of a peaceful order. 

They reaffirmed their loyalty to the Lo- 
carno Treaty, and, recurring to the subject 
of Austria, 

confirmed the Anglo-Franco-Italian declara- 
tions of the 17th February and the 27th 



September, 1934, in which the three Govern- 
ments recognized that the necessity of main- 
taining the independence and integrity of 
Austria would continue to inspire their com- 
mon policy. 

It was, perhaps, significant that Signor 
Mussolini issued on the morning of the 
Conference a warning to the Italian people 
not to expect too much from its delibera- 
tions. At this time his mind was already 
occupied with a project subversive of peace 
and fatal to collaboration, to which, by a 
conspiracy of silence, no allusion was made 
at the Conference by any of the parties. 

The subsequent proceedings of the 
Council of the League, which deliberated 
at Geneva from 15-17 April, resulted in 
a declaration that: 

Germany has failed in the obligation which 
lies upon all the members of the international 
community to respect the undertaking which 
they have contracted, 

and in a hint that verbal reproof might be 
supplemented by positive action, if any 
further actions of the kind condemned were 
to take place. 

In this connexion it was decided that 
repudiation of the kind of which Germany 
had been judged guilty should, "in the 
event of its having relation to undertakings 
concerning the security of peoples and the 
maintenance of peace in Europe" call into 
play appropriate measures, and a committee 
was requested 

to propose for this purpose measures to render 
the Covenant more effective in the organiza- 
tion of collective security, and to define in 
particular the economic and financial meas- 
ures which might be applied should, in the 
future, a State, whether a member of the 
League of Nations or not, endanger peace by 
the unilateral repudiation of its international 
obligations. 

The rather strange limitation to "the se- 
curity of people and the maintenance of 
peace in Europe" attracted some attention 
at die time, and more later. It was evidently 
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deliberate, for an attempt by M. Litvinov 
to widen the scope of the resolution was 
keenly resisted, but it might be justified in 
that the aim was to devise a new sanction 
for something not expressly dealt with in 
the Covenant, and that in instituting fresh 
punitive legislation it was advisable not to 
propose anything which might not com- 
mand general approval. It seems clearly 
mistaken to read into the words a hidden 
reference to the Abyssinian situation, 
which, if it resulted in aggression, was al- 
ready covered by Article 16. 

HERR HITLER'S SPEECH OF 21 MAY 1935 
Those who adopted the more favourable 
view of Herr Hitler's intentions and policy 
could at this stage cite in support of their 
thesis the reasonableness and moderation 
of his attitude as expressed in an important 
speech which he delivered on 21 May. It 
is important, in view of subsequent devel- 
opments, to remember that this exhaustive 
and deliberate pronouncement on German 
foreign policy was uttered immediately after 
the signature of the French and Czecho- 
slovak pacts with the Soviet Union, which, 
indeed, it treated as a factor in the situa- 
tion, since it stated that: 

as a result of the military alliance "between 
France and Russia, an element of legal in- 
security has been brought into the Locarno 
Pact, 

and accordingly 

the German Government would be specially 
grateful for an authentic interpretation of the 
retrospective and future effects of the Franco- 
Russian military alliance on the contractual 
obligations of the single parties who signed 
the Locarno Pact. 

It was therefore with a full recognition 
of this treaty as a fait accompli that Herr 
Hitler, while justifying his unilateral repu- 
diation of the imposed Treaty of Versailles, 
especially since, on his interpretation, the 
understanding as to disarmament had been 
previously broken by the other parties, gave 



an assurance that he would faithfully ob- 
serve international obligations voluntarily 
assumed, and in particular the Locarno 
Treaty, including its provisions with regard 
to the demilitarized zone in the Rhineland. 
On this subject he spoke as follows: 

In particular they (the German Govern- 
ment) will uphold and fulfil all obligations 
arising out of the Locarno Treaty so long as 
the other partners on their side are ready to 
stand by that pact. In respecting the demili- 
tarized zone the German Government con- 
sider their action as a contribution to the 
appeasement of Europe, which contribution 
is of an unheard-of hardness for a sovereign 
State. 

While this sentence may possibly now be 
interpreted as concealing a means of escape 
from the policy which it proclaimed, it can 
hardly be regarded as an honest indication 
that the pledge could not, in fact, be re- 
lied on. 

Even more specific was the declaration 
made in the same speech with regard to 
Austria: 

Germany neither intends nor wishes to in- 
terfere in the internal affairs of Austria, to 
annex Austria, or to conclude an Anschluss. 

With regard to the rearmament of Ger- 
many, Herr Hitler was equally modest and 
reassuring. He would in no circumstances 
depart from the scale announced, and was 
ready at any time to limit the forces of 
Germany to any extent equally adopted by 
the other Powers. In the air, he claimed no 
more than parity with the Western Euro- 
pean nations, and at sea he was willing to 
limit the German navy to 35 per cent of 
the British, and disclaimed any intention to 
approach naval rearmament in a competi- 
tive spirit. Finally, he protested against 
"irresponsible propaganda," and urged the 
desirability of an international agreement 
to exclude external interference with the 
domestic affairs of any nation. 

Strangely as some passages in this speech 
may read in the light of subsequent events, 
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it produced at the time a satisfactory im- 
pression of pacific intentions and not un- 
reasonable demands. Those, however, who 
doubted the sincerity of the speaker could 
point out that some reassurance to the 
troubled mind of Europe was urgently 
called for in the circumstances. The fait 
accompli of 16 March had resulted in a 
defensive consolidation of all the remaining 
Great Powers of Europe, for to the three 
participants at Stresa the Franco-Russian 
treaty had now linked the Soviet Union. 
In addition to this the League of Nations 
had been induced seriously to consider the 
planning of effective steps to prevent the 
repetition of such a cou^p. Nothing further 
could be gained by truculence, and existing 
gains might be expected in these conditions 
to resort to fair words and specious prom- 
ises, to lull the suspicions which had been 
aroused, while losing no opportunity of at- 
tempting to sow dissension in the ranks 
now arrayed against him. Proposals such 
as the Fiihrer now put forward were cal- 
culated to bring into conflict the sceptical 
legalism of France and the British predilec- 
tion for compromise; the widespread un- 
popularity of the Franco-Soviet Pact was a 
source of discord which might be profita- 
bly exploited, but the distinction drawn 
between armament by sea and land was 
also a promising instrument to serve the 
same purpose. 

THE ANGLO-GERMAN NAVAL AGREEMENT 

The sincerity of Herr Hitler's offer in 
regard to naval armament seemed less open 
to question than that of any other part of 
his proposals. In Mein Kampf he shows a 
clear perception of the folly of following 
a "Drang nach Osten" with an antagonized 
England in the rear: 

Only with England was it possible, with 
the rear protected, to begin the new German 
advance. . . . No sacrifice should have been 
too great to win England's favour. 

Among the necessary sacrifices enumerated 
in the above passage he included the "re- 



nunciation of a German navy." Later on, 
with the revival of designs upon a colonial 
empire, this programme might be revised, 
but, so long as the objectives were expan- 
sion in the east and the destruction of 
French hegemony, Herr Hitler would be 
ready enough to reassure the misgivings of 
the predominant maritime Power. The 
British Government was therefore quite 
justified in believing that the naval part 
of the German offer was genuine and trust- 
worthy. 

True to the British spirit of compromise, 
they hastened to make sure of the half loaf 
obtainable. On 4 June negotiations were 
begun, and on the 18th an agreement was 
completed. The ratio of 35: 100 which had 
been offered by Herr Hitler was adhered 
to in this document, though Germany also 
acquired the right to a submarine tonnage 
equal to the total in this category possessed 
by the entire British Commonwealth, so 
long as the arrangement as to total tonnage 
was not transgressed. There is no doubt 
that naval construction at least up to these 
limits would in any case have been under- 
taken, and had, indeed, already begun. As 
far back as 26 April the German Govern- 
ment had announced to Great Britain the 
construction of a number of submarines, 
in clear contravention of Article 191 of the 
Peace Treaty. As early as 8 July a German 
naval building programme was published, 
comprising two 26,000-ton battleships, two 
10,000-ton cruisers, sixteen destroyers of 
1,625 tons each, and twenty submarines, 
and there is good reason to believe that 
some progress had been made with this pro- 
gramme before 18 June. Considered in 
isolation, from the British point of view, 
there was everything to be said for the pol- 
icy of imposing, while the opportunity was 
open, some agreed limit upon the naval 
rearmament of Germany. If the agreement 
had been concluded in collaboration with 
France and Italy, it would have been un- 
objectionable. 

None the less, what was done amounted 
to a condonation by Great Britain alone of 
a further breach of a treaty obligation. By 
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England's action, the common diplomatic 
front agreed on at Stresa had been broken. 
Equally, what was done was a departure 
from the standpoint agreed on by France 
and Great Britain in February, that German 
release from the restrictions of Versailles 
should only be conceded as part of a gen- 
eral settlement. France and Italy showed 
clear signs of dissatisfaction. England ap- 
peared in their eyes too readily to have 
swallowed a bait artfully dangled before 
her by the German dictator. If the primary 
purpose of Herr Hitler' s offer had been to 
shake the solidarity of the "Stresa Front," 
it had certainly achieved its object. 

THE ITALO-ABYSSINIAN WAR 

This solidarity was, however, much more 
seriously threatened by the Italian determi- 
nation to engage in war with Abyssinia, 
which was by this time beginning to be 
generally apprehended. It is now known, 
thanks to the candid disclosures of Marshal 
Emilio de Bono, that this determination 
had been irrevocably formed at least as far 
back as the autumn of 1933, and that from 
this point forward Italy had been working 
energetically, against time, to prepare for 
war by a date which would allow the affair 
to be settled no later than 1936. Much had 
to be done in a short time, but by entrust- 
ing the preparations and the command in 
the coming campaign to de Bono, a man 
already 67 years of age in 1933, the Duce 
ensured that everything possible would be 
done to avoid postponement of the date 
arranged. A year or two later the General 
would be too old to realize his cherished 
ambition of ending his military career with 
a high command on active service. It was 
originally contemplated that this planned 
act of aggression should be camouflaged 
either as intervention in an internal rebel- 
lion in Abyssinia, or what the Marshal 
suggestively calls a "manoeuvred defence 
followed by a counter-offensive." Energetic 
efforts were therefore made from the first 
to subvert, by intrigue and bribery, the 
loyalty of die subordinate Ethiopian chiefs, 
a policy which, though it never got so far 



as to supply a pretext for intervention, 
proved of considerable value in the sub- 
sequent campaign. 

The important thing to understand is this: 
that from the very outset of the campaign 
there were signs of the results of this disinte- 
grating political action, and that it deprived 
our enemy of at least 200,000 men. 

The alternative pretext broke down through 
the refusal of the victim to be provoked 
into offensive action, and his disconcerting 
readiness to afford satisfaction for any 
"incidents." Hence, when the prearranged 
moment arrived, all attempts at disguise 
had to be abandoned. 

From the plan of a maneuvred defensive 
followed by a counter-offensive we were 
obliged to change over to the plan o an offen- 
sive action. 

The grounds of the Duce's decision, 
taken in 1933, immediately after the acces- 
sion of Herr Hitler to power in Germany, 
may be assumed to have been approxi- 
mately the following. Italy's need for ex- 
pansion was a fundamental postulate of 
Fascist policy. Asia Minor having been 
ruled out, first by the Peace Conference 
and finally by the resurgence of Turkey, 
there remained two alternative possibilities 
"pacific expansion towards the east," con- 
verting the whole Danubian and Balkan 
region so far as possible into an Italian pro- 
tectorate or sphere of influence, or the 
acquisition of increased colonial territory 
in Africa. In this region, however, what- 
ever may have been Signer Mussolini's 
ultimate dreams of Mediterranean hegem- 
ony, there was only one piece of territory 
the acquisition of which did not involve 
direct collision with a rival European 
PowerJiThis was the Empire of Ethiopia, 
a region wlier STffife' lemptafionlto a forward 
"poGcy Was peculiarly strong, firstly, because 
of its potential wealth and resources, but 
also because, by the Treaty of Ucciali in 
1889, the Italians had once before believed 
themselves to have acquired a protectorate 
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over it, until the denunciation of the treaty 
by Menelik in 1893, and the disastrous 
defeat at Adowa in 1896, temporarily de- 
stroyed these hopes, and left only a ran- 
kling and vindictive memory. But, although 
the other European Powers concerned, 
Great Britain and France, had long recog- 
nized a wide sphere of Italian interest in the 
Ethiopian Empire, until the European situ- 
ation was modified by the arrival of Herr 
Hitler any further possibilities of colonial 
expansion here, as elsewhere in Africa, 
were liable to meet with the opposition of 
France, if not of England. Both these 
Powers, together with Italy, were in fact 
bound by the Tripartite Agreement of 1906 
to make every effort to preserve the integrity 
of Ethiopia. French opposition had there- 
fore hitherto barred the complete realiza- 
tion of either of the alternative schemes for 
Italian expansion; in south-east Europe, 
through the relations of France with the 
Little Entente, and in Africa, because of 
competing French interests in all of the 
coveted regions. In the event of Germany, 
under the new dispensation, growing strong 
enough to pursue the declared plans of the 
Fiihrer, Italian predominance on the Dan- 
ube was equally barred, but these plans 
were at least equally prejudicial to French 
interests, and it might in these circum- 
stances be possible to play upon the Euro- 
pean fears of France sufficiently to disin- 
terest her in the fate of Abyssinia. Having 
regard to the European situation, and the 
attitude hitherto adopted by the League 
towards extra-European wars (e.g. the Man- 
churian affair and the struggle between 
Bolivia and Paraguay), the project of ag- 
gression against Abyssinia seemed to be a 
relatively safe speculation. 

It was true that, in the earlier post-war 
years, an endeavour had been made to 
establish Italian influence in Abyssinia by 
peaceful and co-operative methods; it was 
largely on the Italian recommendation that 
Abyssinia had been admitted to member- 
ship of the League in 1923, against the 
inclination of Great Britain; but the use 
which Abyssinia had made of her new 



status was not encouraging from the Italian 
standpoint, since an attempt in 1925 by 
Italy and Great Britain to apportion Abys- 
sinian spheres of influence without consult- 
ing the third party affected had been met, 
and partially frustrated, by an Ethiopian 
appeal to the League. In 1928 a final effort 
to secure Italian interests by peaceful means 
took the form of an Italo-Abyssinian treaty, 
by which, inter cilia, the parties pledged 
themselves not to take action detrimental 
to the independence of each other, and to 
submit all disputes to conciliation and arbi- 
tration, without resorting to armed force. 

With the rise of the Nazi menace, how- 
ever, it now appeared safe to pursue Italian 
ends by more vigorous and far-reaching 
action. 

Though the unruliness of the border 
tribes had undoubtedly given constant 
trouble to all Abyssinia's neighbours, none 
of them had hitherto thought of making 
these periodical acts of irresponsible ban- 
ditry an excuse for punitive action against 
the Empire, whose ruler, Ras Tafari, who 
succeeded as Haile Selassie I in November 
1930, was an Ethiopian of exceptional 
enlightenment, and animated by a sincere 
spirit of reform. The first warning of seri- 
ous trouble impending between Italy and 
Abyssinia occurred on 5 September 1934, 
when a clash occurred between some 
Italian and Abyssinian forces in the neigh- 
bourhood of Walwal, as a result of which 
30 Italian native soldiers were killed and 
100 wounded, while the casualties on the 
other side were considerably heavier. Hav- 
ing regard to what is now known of the 
Italian intentions, and to the fact that the 
subsequent decision of the Conciliation 
Commission (on 3 September 1935) exon- 
erated both sides, the merits of the Walwal 
dispute are now a matter of minor impor- 
tance. The Italians consistently refused to 
allow the discussion of the preliminary 
question whether the attack took place 
in Italian or Abyssinian territory; though 
the frontier was undefined, there is a strong 
case for deciding that Walwal lay some 
sixty miles within the Ethiopian border. 
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The area had, however, been under Italian 
control, not officially recognized by the 
Abyssinians, since 1928, and permanently 
occupied since 1930. It is impossible to be 
certain which side fired the first shot. 

The Walwal incident was, however, the 
occasion whereby the Italo-Abyssinian crisis 
first came within the purview of the League. 
On 14 December the Italian Government 
had refused a proposal by the Abyssinians 
to refer the dispute to arbitration under the 
treaty of 1928, on the ground that the facts 
were indisputable, and on the same day the 
Ethiopian Government accordingly tele- 
graphed to the Secretary-General of the 
League, informing him of the situation and 
alleging further Italian acts of aggression. 
But it was not until 3 January 1935, that 
they lodged a formal appeal to Article II 
of the Covenant. 

From the point of view of the European 
Powers, and especially of France, this de- 
velopment could hardly have taken place 
at a more inconvenient moment. It practi- 
cally synchronized with the visit of M. 
Laval to Rome, in an attempt to effect a 
close and durable rapprochement with Italy. 
In these circumstances, the Italian Govern- 
ment was persuaded to accept the sugges- 
tion of settling the incident by arbitration 
under the 1928 treaty, and the appeal was 
consequently withdrawn from the League 
agenda. In the following month, however, 
the military preparations of Italy were so 
formidably apparent that from this date 
little doubt remained, in the mind of any- 
one not troubled by diplomatic considera- 
tions, as to her aggressive intentions. At 
the same time, the proposed arbitral pro- 
ceedings were brought to deadlock by a 
fundamental divergence as to the scope of 
the inquiry, and on 17 March the Abys- 
sinian Government formally appealed to 
the League under Article 15. 

This date was once more a peculiarly 
unfortunate one, since it coincided exactly 
with Herr HideYs unilateral repudiation 
of the disarmament provisions of Versailles. 
Though, as early as February, the British 
Ambassador in Rome had warned Signer 



Mussolini "of the possible reactions of Ital- 
ian policy on British public opinion and on 
Anglo-Italian relations," it appeared at this 
stage regrettably tactless to hint that the 
promising new recruit to the police force 
enrolled for the control of Germany was 
contemplating an independent act of gang- 
sterism of his own. The League accord- 
ingly welcomed the leisurely and obstructed 
progress of the negotiations for settlement, 
in spite of protests from the Ethiopians that 
these delays were merely facilitating the 
perfection of Italian military preparations. 
The Stresa Conference drew further atten- 
tion to the importance of consolidating the 
anti-German front, and the Council, in its 
ensuing extraordinary session, postponed 
consideration of the Italo-Abyssinian dis- 
pute till the following month. On 25 May 
the Council left the settlement of the dis- 
pute still in the hands of the two parties, 
with the proviso that it would meet again 
to consider the matter if the final arbitrator 
had not been selected by 25 July, or if the 
settlement had not been concluded by the 
same day of the following month. 

The first contingency was duly brought 
about by the breakdown of the Commission 
on 9 July, but in the meantime the British 
Government had made an independent 
effort at mediation. On a visit to Rome in 
the latter part of June, Mr. Eden suggested 
to the Duce the cession to Italy by Abys- 
sinia of a portion of the Ogaden, in return 
for an outlet to the sea at Zeila in British 
Somaliland. In reporting his refusal to 
entertain this proposal to Marshal de Bono, 
Signor Mussolini wrote: "You can imag- 
ine my reply. . . . The English attitude has 
helped instead of injuring. . . . You have 
then only 120 days in which to get ready.*' 
"Actually," records the Marshal, "I had 
less/' 

The extraordinary meeting of the Coun- 
cil occasioned by the breakdown of the 
Commission took place on 31 July. It now 
succeeded in getting the Commission of 
Inquiry into the Walwal incident really 
going, with the result that, as already 
stated, a finding was returned on 3 Sep- 
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tember, exonerating both parties. It fur- 
ther decided to meet again on 4 September 
to undertake the general examination of 
Italo-Ethiopian relations, and in the mean- 
time delegated the negotiations on the major 
issue to a Three-Power Conference, consist- 
ing of Italy, France, and Great Britain. 
This Conference resulted in the submission 
of further proposals for a compromise to 
Signor Mussolini, which were summarily 
rejected by him on 18 August, and on the 
21st Marshal de Bono received this laconic 
message: "Conferenza niente concluso; c'e 
Ginevra che concludera lo stesso. Con- 
cludi." 1 When the Council met again on 
4 September, the aggressive intentions of 
Italy were apparent to all. From this date 
until the outbreak of hostilities on 3 Octo- 
ber, the proceedings at Geneva were prac- 
tically continuous. On 11 September the 
British Foreign Secretary, Sir Samuel 
Hoare, made his memorable declaration of 
the intention of his country to fulfil its 
obligations under the Covenant, With the 
proviso that: 

If risks for peace are to be run, they must 
be run by all. The security of the many can- 
not be assured by the efforts of a few, how- 
ever powerful they may be, 

he proceeded: 

In conformity with its precise and explicit 
obligations the League stands, and my country 
stands with it, for the collective maintenance 
of the Covenant in its entirety, and particu- 
larly for steady and collective resistance to all 
acts of unprovoked aggression. The attitude 
of the British nation in the last few weeks has 
clearly demonstrated the fact that this is no 
variable and unreliable sentiment, tut a prin- 
ciple of international conduct to which they 
and their Government hold with firm, endur- 
ing and universal persistence. 

The demonstration of the attitude of the 
British people here referred to seems to be 



1 Conference settled nothing; Genera will settle 
the same. 



an allusion to an attempt to secure a pro- 
nouncement of public opinion on the ques- 
tion of the League and kindred matters, 
which had been organized, under the some- 
what question-begging name of the "Peace 
Ballot/' in the latter part of 1934. In this 
the public was asked to record its vote on 
the following questionnaire: 

1. Should Great Britain remain a member 
of the League of Nations? 

2. Are you in favour of an all-round re- 
duction in armaments by international 
agreement? 

3. Are you in favour of an all-round abo- 
lition of national military and naval 
aircraft by international agreement? 

4. Should the manufacture and sale of 
armaments for private profit be pro- 
hibited by international agreement? 

5. Do you consider that, if a nation insists 
on attacking another, the other nations 
should combine to compel it to stop by 

(a) Economic and non-military meas- 
ures? 

(b) If necessary, military measures? 

The implication in the tide that an affirm- 
ative vote was for peace, and presumably 
a negative one for war is perhaps deserv- 
ing of criticism, and all the questions ex- 
cept the first postulated the existence of a 
degree of international agreement and col- 
laboration, the difficulty of ensuring which 
was in fact the crux of the whole problem. 
Granted "international agreement," and the 
combination of "the other nations" on 
which question 5 depended, British states- 
men of all parties, whether in 1935 or later, 
could with a clear conscience have returned 
an affirmative answer to every question ex- 
cept the fourth, which, was more contro- 
versial and open to objection, but does not 
concern us here. The fifth question may be 
further criticized on the ground that it as- 
sumes the possibility of applying economic 
sanctions without an ultimate willingness 
to back them with force. 

On 27 June 1935, the results were an- 
nounced. The total votes cast reached the 
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impressive figure of 11,559,165. Over 
eleven million answered the first question 
affirmatively. Over ten million did the 
same for questions 2, 4, and 5a, while the 
affirmative vote on No, 3 was not much 
lower. There was, however, a highly sig- 
nificant drop in the answers to 5b, and 
those who approved military sanctions were 
only 6,784,368, though even this showed 
a striking majority over the negative vote 
of 2,351,981. Regarded, therefore, in the 
light of a mandate to the British Govern- 
ment, on a critical occasion, the voice of the 
plebiscite may fairly be said to have been: 
"Go as far as you can, in combination with 
other members, to secure and observe loy- 
alty to the Covenant, and to resist aggres- 
sion; but do all you can to keep out of war, 
even in company with other member-States; 
and we give no support at all to military 
measures which will fall exclusively or pre- 
ponderantly on British shoulders/' The 
policy subsequently followed by the British 
Government is exposed to criticism from a 
number of standpoints, especially from that 
of its intrinsic soundness as a way of deal- 
ing with the situation, but there is a good 
case for saying that it conformed closely to 
the above prescription. By treating the 
sanctions dealt with in question 5 as an 
open question independent of No. 1, the 
"Peace Ballot" clearly drew a distinction, 
whether rightly or wrongly, between re- 
maining a member of the League of Na- 
tions and remaining bound by the obliga- 
tions of the Covenant. Its promoters are 
therefore estopped from relying on a breach 
of Article 10 an issue which they never 
laid before the public or from insisting 
on the letter of the law as laid down in 
Article 16. The "Peace Ballot" is merely 
mentioned here as a fact in the history of 
the Abyssinian crisis, indicating the current 
trend of British opinion: it should not, in 
the writer's opinion, be regarded, as it has 
been, as something which the National 
Government, in the ensuing election in 
November, accepted and then betrayed. 

On 3 October 1935, the expected act of 
Italian aggression took place, and on the 



7th the Council of the League, its members 
voting individually by roll-call, unani- 
mously except for the vote of the delin- 
quent, adopted a report declaring that Italy 
had resorted to war in breach of the Cove- 
nant. In the ensuing meeting of the As- 
sembly, on 11 October, fifty States mem- 
bers concurred in the view adopted by the 
Council, Switzerland made a reservation 
with regard to its participation in sanctions, 
while Austria, Hungary, and Albania, ow- 
ing to their special relations with the trans- 
gressor, declared their dissent. The prob- 
lem of recommending and co-ordinating 
the sanctions to be imposed was entrusted 
to a committee, and it was immediately 
decided to raise the arms embargo previ- 
ously imposed by some nations upon Abys- 
sinia and to impose a similar embargo 
against Italy (Proposal 1). A comprehen- 
sive financial sanction was also at once im- 
posed (Proposal 2), and the acceptance of 
imports from Italy was immediately after- 
wards prohibited (Proposal 3). Finally, a 
very limited embargo on the export to Italy 
of certain important supplies came into 
force on 18 November. From this the most 
important omission was oil, which was ex- 
cluded ostensibly on the ground that the 
list was confined to commodities controlled 
by League Powers. 

Though some surprise was expressed at 
the fact that the rusty sanctions machinery 
of the League had at last been set in mo- 
tion, the most that was done fell lamentably 
short of the complete and general boycott 
visualized by the founders of the League, 
or indeed of the minimum obligations 
under the letter of the Covenant. For by 
Article 16 all members of the League 

undertake immediately to subject (the delin- 
quent State) to the severance of all trade or 
financial relations, the prohibition of all inter- 
course between their nationals and the nation- 
als of the Covenant-breaking State, and the 
prevention of all financial, commercial or per- 
sonal intercourse between the nationals of the 
Covenant-breaking State and the nationals of 
any other State, whether a Member of the 
League or not. 
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Very little of this was done. It must be 
remembered, however, that the leading 
Powers concerned England and France 
were determined from the first to avoid 
putting such pressure upon Italy as might 
involve them in war. On the day preceding 
his historic speech at Geneva Sir Samuel 
Hoare had consulted with M. Laval, with 
a result which the latter professed to under- 
stand as follows: 

We found ourselves instantaneously in 
agreement upon ruling out military sanctions, 
not adopting any measure of naval blockade, 
never contemplating the closure of the Suez 
Canal in a word, ruling out everything that 
might lead to war. 

Though this interpretation was incorrect, 
and Sir Samuel at no time pledged himself 
permanently to exclude military sanctions, 
the obvious unwillingness of France to co- 
operate to such an extent placed at once 
practically the whole burden of any such 
measures upon Great Britain, and threat- 
ened to convert collective into individual 
action* The situation with which both of 
these Powers was confronted was, in fact, 
a very difficult one. Italy had thrown down 
a challenge to the League, the non-accept- 
ance of which might be fatal to its con- 
tinued existence, and would in any case be 
a most serious blow to its prestige. To 
France the League had always been an 
instrument of European security and organ- 
ization. To most English statesmen the 
League was an institution almost essential, 
under present-day conditions, for carrying 
on the traditional lines of British foreign 
policy in regard to Europe. The course 
marked out for Great Britain in Europe has 
almost always been a combination of the 
mediatory role for which her external posi- 
tion fits her, with the preservation of a 
multiple balance of power nearly incom- 
patible with fixed alliances. Isolation, if 
ever practicable, is regarded in all respon- 
sible quarters as impossible today; with 
isolation and fixed alliances thus ruled out, 
England turned naturally to the support 



of an institution which, like herself, pro- 
moted a multiple balance and opposed the 
steps leading to the hegemony of a single 
Power, while at the same time it afforded 
unrivalled facilities for mediation. The 
view, generally entertained on the Conti- 
nent, that in the Abyssinian crisis Great 
Britain was manipulating the League in her 
own special interests, was of course quite 
unfounded in the sense in which the im- 
putation was made, but it is none the less 
true that, in wishing to preserve the League 
against the dangers now threatening it, 
England was not actuated by a vague and 
altruistic idealism, but by a most realistic 
desire to maintain an instrument vital to 
her own traditional policy. 

But there were some considerations 
which militated against firm action in the 
situation which had now arisen. The first 
was the military and naval weakness of 
Great Britain, owing to the extent to which 
she had disarmed. A second was the neces- 
sity of correlating British policy with that 
of France. A third was the advisability of 
retaining as large a combination as possible 
to control the actions of Germany. And 
finally, there was the fact that the League 
was a means to an end, that end being 
above all things the prevention of a general 
war, such as is almost inevitable when war 
breaks out between the Great Powers of 
Europe. To use the means of the League, 
a outrance, for the defence of Abyssinian 
integrity, involved the only conceivable 
immediate risk of the precise catastrophe 
which the League was created to avert. 

It was in this dilemma that the policy 
adopted in the Abyssinian crisis fell hope- 
lessly between two stools and met with 
complete disaster. There was something to 
be said for a "European" attitude which 
refused to intervene at all, and frankly ex- 
plained why. There was much to be said 
for a resolve to save Abyssinia and the 
League at all costs. There was little 
enough to be said for the imposition of 
innocuous sanctions, which the aggressor, 
though none the less irritated, could mo 
at his pleasure by the threat of war. 
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This might well have been evident but 
for an erroneous estimate of the Italian 
prospects. The preponderant expert opin- 
ion of soldiers and travellers was inclined 
to believe that the difficulties of climate 
and terrain would prove insuperable to the 
Italian forces, and that Italy was either 
faced with defeat or at any rate with a long 
war, in which even the mildest sanctions 
might have time to play a decisive part. 
Mr. Chamberlain, who at this time was 
among the members of the Cabinet most 
heartily in support of a vigorous policy, 
went even farther, and recorded in his pri- 
vate diary, on 8 December, the view that: 
"by putting his great army the other side 
the Suez Canal, Mussolini has tied a noose 
round his own neck, and left the end hang- 
ing out for anyone with a Navy to pull." 
This belief affected different categories of 
opinion in different ways. The British 
public rejoiced, and was not in the least 
inclined to do anything to extricate Signor 
Mussolini from what they took to be his 
awkward predicament. To the French, on 
the other hand, the defeat of the Italians 
meant simply ruining the prestige and per- 
manently estranging the sympathies of a 
hardly won and valued ally. They could 
not in the least understand the apparently 
new-born enthusiasm of England for this 
particular experiment in collective security. 
For years they had implored Great Britain 
to play an effective part in the only secu- 
rity which mattered in their estimation, and 
to pledge herself unmistakably to maintain 
the integrity of their friends in eastern 
Europe. All in vain. But just when, at a 
most critical juncture, Italy had been won 
over into the camp of the faithful, England 
chose to direct against precisely that coun- 
try a hitherto unsuspected zeal for the 
policy she had previously refused to pro- 
mote. France could not appreciate the dis- 
tinction, so important to the British mind, 
between a concrete case and an abstract 
principle. For herself, the present crisis 
left her torn between rival anxieties. None 
valued the security side of the Covenant 
for use in Europe Irien entendu more 



than she; it was all to the good that the 
determination of the League to resort to 
sanctions should be demonstrated, but, now 
that the demonstration had been made, she 
wanted to save the face and keep the favour 
of her new ally as well. Let there be a 
happy ending a settlement by mutual 
consent. Let the husks of the sanctionist 
regime induce just sufficient hunger in the 
prodigal to tempt him home to a liberal 
provision of some one else's fatted calf. 
Thus a grateful and not altogether dis- 
credited Mussolini could restore his support 
to a League which would have established 
a useful precedent of at least partial victory 
to deter future and more dangerous 
aggressors. 

As for Sir Samuel Hoare, he found him- 
self in the position of the leader of a charge 
exposed in no-man's land with his troop 
refusing to follow. If Italy were faced with 
defeat, she would rather go down fighting 
the champions of the League than face the 
ignominy of a second Adowa, brought 
about by a shortage of supplies. And, when 
she turned to look for the League's forces 
in the field, she would find only those of 
Great Britain. 

We alone have taken these military pre- 
cautions. There is the British fleet in the 
Mediterranean, there are the British reinforce- 
ments in Egypt, in Malta and Aden. Not a 
ship, not a machine, not a man has been 
moved by any other member State. 

The hollow pretence, as Sir Samuel viewed 
it, of collective resistance would be exposed 
when the struggle turned into a duel be- 
tween just two nations. In these circum- 
stances, after the apparent failure of his 
original trumpet call, he was induced, in 
common with the League as a whole, to 
adopt M. Laval's specious argument that it 
was the duty of that institution, after as 
well as before the act of Italian aggression, 
to pursue the policies of coercion and medi- 
ation simultaneously. The argument was 
indeed more characteristic of British than 
it was of French thought, since it was as a 
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forum of international negotiation rather 
than a potential alliance marshalled against 
aggressors that the League had from the 
first been valued by British politicians, and 
it was probably accepted with more sin- 
cerity by Sir Samuel than by M. Laval, In 
view of current misconceptions of British 
Government policy, it should be empha- 
sized that there is no reason to doubt the 
sincerity of Sir Samuel's conviction that the 
step which he was about to take was that 
best calculated to preserve the influence 
and prestige of the League itself, and that 
this was his main objective. In his own 
words: 

We had no feai as a nation of any Italian 
threats. . . . What was in our mind was some- 
thing very different, that an isolated attack of 
this kind launched upon one Power without 
. . . the full support of the other Powers 
would, it seemed to me, almost inevitably lead 
to the dissolution of the League. 

In the light of what actually occurred, we 
have all grown so used to attributing the 
death of the League to a flagrant sacrifice 
of principle in its endeavour to achieve a 
settlement that we are apt to forget that it 
was equally possible, as Sir Samuel con- 
tended, for its authority to be finally de- 
stroyed by a situation which revealed un- 
mistakably the pasteboard composition of 
the Don Quixote's helmet of military sanc- 
tions. There was also, no doubt, a second- 
ary consideration. We could defeat Italy, 
but what if another enemy seized the op- 
portunity of exploiting the reduced and 
battered condition of our navy? 

The reader may observe, as a further 
possible point in extenuation of British 
Government policy, the strength of the 
bargaining position occupied by M. Laval. 
In complaining of the isolated situation of 
Great Britain, Sir Samuel obviously im- 
plied, in particular, the defection or hesi- 
tation of France, on whom, as the only 
other Great Power capable of affording 
effective naval assistance in the Mediter- 
ranean, Great Britain primarily relied in 



the event of a trial of force. With French 
co-operation, his argument clearly lost its 
validity. The weakness of our situation 
really lay in the necessity for keeping step 
with France, a circumstance which gave 
M. Laval an invaluable lever in his task 
of exacting British acquiescence in his 
schemes. 

Such was the background of the notori- 
ous Laval-Hoare "peace proposal" of De- 
cember 1935. The urgent necessity, in the 
opinion of the authors, for such a plan was 
due to the imminence of a proposal for the 
imposition of an "oil-sanction." It was the 
view of Sir Samuel Hoare that if 

the non-member states took an effective part 
in it, the oil embargo might have such an 
effect upon the hostilities as to force their 
termination. 

The co-operation of the United States at 
least seemed at this time a possibility, and, 
in spite of the blocking and procrastinating 
tactics of M. Laval, the project was shortly 
due to come up for final consideration, and 
the orator of 11 September 

did not feel . . . justified in proposing any 
postponement of the embargo, unless it could 
be shown to the League that negotiations had 
actually started. 

He was on the point of seeking a much- 
needed holiday in Switzerland when M. 
Laval on 7 December, secured his approval 
of a plan which, stripped of its euphemistic 
clothing as an "Exchange of Territories" 
and a "Zone of Economic Expansion and 
Settlement," meant the buying off of Signor 
Mussolini by conceding to him territory 
and virtual control of far wider extent than 
he had so far won by the sword. As an 
attempt to rescue Abyssinia from complete 
annihilation, it might perhaps have been 
justified, but in fact it was put forward at 
a time when no such debacle was antici- 
pated. Sir Samuel himself predicted a long 
and indecisive struggle, followed by a com- 
promised settlement. The proposal was 
obviously put forward in the interests of 
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Powers pledged to the maintenance of 
Ethiopian integrity, rather than in those of 
Abyssinia. It was in fact a "peace plan" 
on the lines of that for which the Great 
Powers had been satirized by an Oxford 
poet towards the end of the nineteenth 
century: 

Be it yours to assuage for inadequate wage our 

unseemly contentions and quarrels; 
Be it yours to maintain your respectable reign 

in the sphere of Political Morals; 
And, relying no more on the shedding of gore 

or the rule of torpedoes and sabres, 
Make beneficent plots for dividing in lots the 

domains of your paralyzed neighbours! 

Having thus provisionally agreed ttfwhat 
he regarded as a proposal ripe for further 
consideration by the British Cabinet and 
the League, Sir Samuel dispatched the re- 
sults of his conference to London and pro- 
ceeded on his holiday to Switzerland. The 
understanding was that the plan should 
remain a profound secret until such further 
consideration had taken place, but in fact 
it was immediately disclosed to the French 
press through what we may now confidently 
attribute to a deliberate breach of faith on 
the part of M. Laval. He felt, no doubt, 
that such premature disclosure would force 
the hand of the British Cabinet by bringing 
into play their loyalty to an absent col- 
league, and this calculation proved correct. 
Though admittedly unhappy and dissatis- 
fied about the terms, the Cabinet gave the 
project a reluctant assent, and on 10 De- 
cember a telegram was sent to Addis Ababa, 
urging the Emperor "to give careful and 
favourable consideration to these proposals 
and on no account to lightly reject them." 
That the terms were not regarded as final 
is indicated by the fact that the message 
further spoke of "the opportunity of nego- 
tiation which they afford." 

But M. Laval had not reckoned with 
the forces of British public opinion. The 
plan, thus disclosed, and illustrated in the 
press by a map showing that apparently 
two-thirds of Ethiopia were to be awarded 



to the aggressor, was immediately met with 
a storm of indignant protest from the Brit- 
ish public and the newly elected rank and 
file of Government supporters. In the re- 
cent electoral campaign the latter had con- 
stantly and sincerely repudiated the fore- 
cast of Government intentions expressed in 
a work hastily brought out for the occasion 
by a band of opposition students of inter- 
national affairs: 

They reckon on the General Election defi- 
nitely giving them the upper hand in the 
Conservative Party, with a blank cheque to 
arm to the teeth as well as freeing them from 
the fear of public opinion. Then they will do 
a deal with their friend Mussolini, and after 
that launch out on the "new foreign policy'* 
about which the Government Press have been 
hinting for some time. That policy in their 
view is either to say that the League has failed 
altogether or that it needs drastic reform by 
dropping Articles 10 and 16 from the Cove- 
nant, and in either case to plunge with a 
vengeance into the game of alliances and 
power politics. 

In the light of what had now transpired, 
they felt, with shame, that they had won 
the election under false pretences. The 
Government bent to the storm, and Sir 
Samuel Hoare was replaced at the Foreign 
Office by Mr. Eden. The plan was dead, 
but its ghost continued to haunt the na- 
tions who had hitherto reposed confidence 
in the protection of the League. The harm 
was irrevocably done. 

In any case, the pessimistic view of the 
Italian prospects proved to be mistaken. 
Unable to secure adequate supplies of arms, 
subjected from the air to a rain of mustard 
gas against which they were altogether un- 
protected, and defective in their strategy 
and tactics, the Abyssinian forces met with 
much earlier and more decisive defeat 
than anyone had anticipated. On 2 May 
1936, the Emperor left the country, and 
three days later the Italian forces were in 
occupation of his capital. In the following 
month there was a very general movement 
for the abandonment of sanctions, in which 



16 



G. M. GATHORNE-HARDY 



policy the British Government met with no 
perceptible opposition from the public 
opinion of the country. On 6 July the Co- 
ordinating Committee of the League recom- 
mended that sanctions should be dropped 
as from 15 July. The experiment in practi- 
cal collective security had finally broken 
down. 

Some days earlier, the seven States of the 
so-called Oslo group Sweden, Norway, 
Denmark, Finland, Holland, Belgium, and 
Luxembourg had drawn from the situa- 
tion the conclusion, which they embodied 
in a joint communique^ that, so long as 
conditions remained as at present, they 
would not consider themselves bound by 
the provisions of Article 16 of the Cove- 
nant, and from this point the Scandinavians 
at any rate swung back to their traditional 
policy of neutrality. 

The Abyssinian crisis may perhaps be 



thought to have been given an amount of 
space disproportionate to a work of this de- 
scription. The justification lies in the fact 
that it marks a crucial turning-point in post- 
war history. The triumph of Italian aggres- 
sion, naked and unashamed, affected the 
whole world with fundamental conse- 
quences. To England, it meant the virtual 
destruction of the institution which succes- 
sive Governments, of different parties, had 
proclaimed to be the keystone of their for- 
eign policy. To France, as will appear in 
the next chapter, it meant that the enemy 
of whom she stood most in terror was en- 
couraged to fresh audacity and rescued 
from his previous isolation. And finally, to 
the Italian transgressor, by an act of poetic 
justice, it was destined to mean the extinc- 
tion of his influence on the Danube, and 
the arrival of German forces on the 
Brenner. 
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TE tragic episode of international his- 
tory which is recorded in this volume 
is a tale of sin and nemesis. Even at the 
moment of writing, on the very morrow of 
the events, the historian could offer this 
bald interpretation of the plot with some 
confidence that his reading of its outlines 
would not be disputed either by contem- 
porary participants and observers or by a 
yet unborn Posterity. There was, how- 
ever, perhaps room for some difference of 
opinion in the identification of the actors 
who were impersonating beneath the con- 
ventional tragic mask the stock characters 
of hero and villain and victim. 

Was the play that was being performed 
in the arena of the oecumenical amphi- 
theatre in A.D. 1935-6 a tragedy in the 
Ancient Greek style, with a single soul 
raised by Fate to a pinnacle of power 
seen succumbing to die sin of Iwybris and 
being overtaken by the nemesis of ate? If 
this was the play, then the protagonist 
could only be Benito Mussolini. Or was it 
rather a tragedy in the vein of a modern 
Western Society which was relapsing into 
the collectivism of the ant-heap and the 
beehive? If that was the deeper meaning 



of this awful spectacle, then the little men 
Mussolinis and Lavals and Hoares and 
Baldwins who were wearing the masks 
and buskins, executing the gestures and 
speaking the lines on the stage, were mere 
mannikin-puppets, like the Bagrations and 
Napoleons of Tolstoy's War and Peace or 
Hardy's The Dynasts. The true protagon- 
ist, on this view, would be, not the soul of 
Benito Mussolini, but the Society of West- 
ern Christendom, and the sin which was 
evoking nemesis would be, not the personal 
hybris of an individual, but the social karma 
of the Old Adam a heritage of Original 
Sin which had been accumulating through 
many generations. 

Was it, then, the Romagnol dictator or 
the Great Society of a Westernized World 
that was the true protagonist in this per- 
formance of a traditional plot? If the his- 
torian were the Duce's confessor, it would 
evidently be his duty to regard the whole 
vast transaction as the personal action of 
Signor Mussolini; and from this angle of 
vision the Duce's decision (whenever it 
was taken) to launch Italy upon a war of 
aggression against Abyssinia was doubtless 
a mortal sin which the sinner would have 
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to expiate either in this world or in another. 
If, however, the historian happened to be a 
student of public affairs who was an Eng- 
lishman and a British subject, it would ill 
become him to cajole his own conscience 
by making a Mussolini his scapegoat; for 
from an English standpoint if the Eng- 
lish observer viewed the spectacle with 
open eyes and honest mind it was im- 
possible to see the tragedy solely in terms 
of the hybris of Mussolini or, for that mat- 
ter, of a totalitarian Fascist Italy. From an 
English standpoint the Mussolinian sin of 
commission the positive, strong-willed, 
aggressive egotism which had tempted the 
Italian war-lord into committing a crime of 
violence in breach of all his covenants 
was inextricably interwoven with a com- 
plementary sin of omission: a negative, 
weak-willed, cowardly egotism which had 
tempted the reigning politicians in Great 
Britain and France in deference to what 
they believed to be the will of their con- 
stituentsto stop short of an effective 
fulfilment of their own covenants because 
they flinched from the risks and sacrifices 
to which their countries stood pledged to 
expose themselves in the cause of inter- 
national justice and law and order. While 
Signor Mussolini had not the patience and 
imagination to abide by his promises to 
promote Italy's legitimate national interests 
by none other than peaceful means, his 
French and British fellow actors had not 
the virtues requisite for whole-heartedly 
putting into practice the nobler and wiser 
policy to which they were paying, all the 
time, a perfunctory lip service. Their pro- 
fessed intention if their adherence to the 
Covenant of the League of Nations and to 
the Kellogg-Briand Pact was to be taken 
seriously was to establish a reign of law 
and order in the international arena by 
making a reality of both the twin pillars of 
Justice: Collective Security and Peaceful 
Change. Yet, when their sincerity was put 
to a supreme test through an Italian cnal- 
lenge (at first plaintive and finally trucu- 
lent) in the seventeen post-war years that 
ended in 1935, the French and English did 



not muster up either the generosity and 
imagination to make a success of Peaceful 
Change or the courage and imagination to 
make a success of Collective Security. 
They neither responded in 1920 to Signor 
Tittoni's plea for an equitable distribution 
of raw materials nor restrained Signor 
Mussolini in 1935 from launching an ag- 
gressive war against Abyssinia. 

In this light it is apparent that the sin 
which was committed in 1935 was not 
merely Mussolini's or Fascismo's or Italy's. 
This guilt was shared by Britain and 
France, and in some measure by the whole 
living generation of the Western Society 
for example, by the contemporary Cana- 
dians whose gentle spokesman had inflicted 
at Geneva, in 1920, a diplomatic defeat 
upon the Italians' timid spokesman, Signor 
Tittoni. Nor was it only the living genera- 
tion of the Western Society that was impli- 
cated, for Signor Mussolini came nearest to 
justifying his own crime and to putting the 
sanction-taking Powers out of countenance 
when he proclaimed that, in seeking to ac- 
quire an overseas empire by force of arms, 
the Italians were simply doing in the twen- 
tieth century what the British and French 
had done in the nineteenth and eighteenth 
centuries, the Dutch and Swedes in the 
seventeenth century, and the Spaniards 
and Portuguese in the sixteenth, 

On this wider, and perhaps also deeper, 
view, Signor Mussolini's deliberate per- 
sonal sin might be almost eclipsed by his 
involuntary historical r61e of exposing the 
moral perversity of the once Christian so- 
ciety which had confessed its apostasy in 
the act of raising him to power. The per- 
versity of the modern Western ideal of 
Nationalism was shown up by an Italian 
Imperialism which was the aftermath of 
an Italian Risorgimento. The perversity 
of the modern Western intellectual feat of 
Physical Science was shown up by the 
application of chemistry and aeronautics 
to the devilish device of spraying poison 
gas from the air. The perversity of the 
modern Western commercial spirit a 
worship of Mammon from which the nine- 
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teenth-century philosophers had naively 
expected a redemption of the World was 
shown up by the greed with which (after, 
as well as before, the application of eco- 
nomic sanctions against Italy) the business- 
men of even the best behaved and most 
brightly enlightened countries of the West- 
ern World rushed in to make their profit 
by catering for the aggressor's military 
requirements. 

If we try to marshal the several partici- 
pants in the tragedy in their order of merit, 
we shall find that the poorest figure was cut 
by those with the most specious claim to 
represent the fine flower of Western cul- 
ture. 

The beau rdle was played by the Em- 
peror Haile Selassie, the heir of a non- 
Western Christian tradition, who combined 
an antique virtue with an enlightened 
modernism without either relapsing into the 
truculent barbarism of his own predecessor 
Theodore or sliding into the unprincipled 
rascality of a twentieth-century Chinese 
war-lord. The second prize might be 
awarded to the Emperor's Amhara warriors 
who knew how to die like Spartans, 
though they might not know how to fight 
like Pathans and these military honours 
might be divided between the Lion of 
Judah's whelps and their African antago- 
nists Eritrean and Libyan Askaris who 
fought with an equal bravery in a fratri- 
cidal war into which they had been 
hounded by the avarice and ambition of 
Italian empire-builders who were only tak- 
ing a leaf out of a French and English 
book when they trained their non-Euro- 
pean subjects to fight their battles for them. 

Of all the Europeans who were con- 
cerned in the African war of 1935-6 the 
most respectable were the Italian work- 
men, who performed prodigies of labour in 
building motor-roads at an extraordinary 
pace over an intractable terrain. Even the 
Italian soldiers, who submitted to being 
mobilized and sent to inarch and climb 
over trackless Ethiopian mountains under 
a tropical sun, deserve their meed of praise; 
and so do the majority of their countrymen 



who stayed at home; for these, too, followed 
their leader in a war (which, as they saw 
it, was defensive as well as bloodless) 
against a barrage of sanctions (a new- 
fangled weapon which was nerve-racking 
just because it was intangible). As for 
Signer Mussolini, he never responded to 
the Emperor's challenge to meet him in 
the field; yet he showed a moral courage 
(for the like of which many English people 
were looking in vain to their constitution- 
ally appointed Government) in sending 
half a million Italians to conduct a difficult 
military campaign on the farther side of the 
Suez Canal when the British Fleet was 
concentrated in the Levant, while fifty-two 
states had agreed to cooperate in frustrating 
Mussolini's military aims by imposing on 
Italy at any rate a partial economic boycott. 
In virtue of this courage, for what it was 
worth, the Italian dictator cut at least a 
more heroic figure than the politicians and 
the electorates of Great Britain and France, 
upon whom History would perhaps pass 
the laconic verdict that they failed to do 
their duty though they had no tide to 
claim invincible ignorance of what this 
duty was, and would also find it difficult 
to prove that here duty was in conflict with 
self-interest (unless self-interest were to be 
interpreted as a sheer licence to sacrifice 
the welfare of to-morrow to the ease of 
to-day). 

In this common feebleness the French 
showed a greater frankness, though not 
any greater nobility or sharper vision, than 
their English neighbours. The French 
made no concealment of their naively un- 
principled hope that they might be able to 
sabotage the application of the Covenant 
against Italy in order to preserve this self- 
same Covenant intact for future use against 
Germany with a triumphant Italian 
Covenant-breaker helping France, in the 
name of the Covenant, to hold Germany 
in check! The English, for their part, de- 
sired to do what they had pledged them- 
selves to do for the vindication of inter- 
national law and order, and they also 
believed that honesty was actually the best 
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policy for the British Empire in this case; 
but at the same time they made a stipula- 
tion with themselves that neither Justice 
nor Expediency were to be ensued to a point 
at which they might entail any serious risk 
or sacrifice in which the whole, or even the 
major part, of the burden would fall upon 
the United Kingdom. 

The electorate of the United Kingdom 
was less clear-sighted and self-conscious in 
this matter than the politicians who were 
soliciting their votes; but, by the same 
token, the electorate might also be judged 
to be more sincere. A vein of insincerity 
appeared to reveal itself in the behaviour 
of prominent members of "the National 
Government" in at least three test cases 
which arose in the course of the calendar 
year 1935. The first case was the abrupt 
change of tone towards "the Peace Ballot" 
as soon as it became apparent that it was 
proving a success; the second case was the 
contrast between the compact which Sir 
Samuel Hoare made in private with Mon- 
sieur Laval at Geneva on the 10th Sep- 
tember and the speech which he delivered 
in public in the Assembly of the League of 
Nations on the following day; the third 
case was the apparent inconsistency be- 
tween the platform on which the "National" 
coalition won a general election on the 14th 
November and the terms of "the Laval- 
Hoare Peace Plan" in which Mr. Baldwin 
and his colleagues acquiesced within four- 
teen days of meeting the newly elected par- 
liament with a majority that ensured an 
extension of their tenure of office. The 
leaders and partisans of "the National 
Government" also struck a note which, 
besides sounding hollow, might perhaps be 
criticized as impolitic when they persist- 
ently commended themselves to the elec- 
torate for their determination to keep the 
country out of war while they were in the 
act of rearming. 

Since Great Britain and France, between 
them, were still, at this time, the hub of 
the Western universe, these symptoms of 
political feebleness in these two countries 
were serious portents for the general destiny 
of the Western Society. At a time when 



the parochialism of the latest age was 
rapidly being turned into an anachronism 
by the forced march of technical progress, 
it might confidently be assumed that the 
destiny of this society was some form of 
social and political unification by some 
means or other. At the same time there 
were two alternative routes to that single 
and therefore inevitable goal; and it looked 
as though this choice of means for arriving 
at an inexorable end might make the whole 
difference between social catastrophe and 
social welfare. 

One way towards the unification of the 
World would be for the British Common- 
wealth of Nations, in collaboration with 
France and with a number of other liberal- 
minded communities, to build itself into a 
League of Nations constituted on the 
democratic pattern and informed with the 
democratic spirit, and to lay stone on stone 
never ceasing from mental strife nor let- 
ting the sword sleep in the hand until 
this voluntary association should have 
become substantially secure and approxi- 
mately world-wide. This was, indeed, the 
enterprise to which the United Kingdom 
and France, on emerging from the ordeal 
of 1914-18, had officially dedicated them- 
selves in company with all their fellow 
states members of the then inaugurated 
League; and when once their intuition had 
thus prompted them to take the tide of 
Destiny at the flood, they had started on 
their voyage with the fairest prospect of its 
leading on to Fortune. Yet at the time of 
writing in 1936, which was the eighteenth 
year of this post-war international voyage 
of political exploration, the prospect was 
dismally blighted and the heavens were 
gloomily overcast. At this moment it looked 
as though the strain of "making the World 
safe for Democracy" by force of arms had 
broken the nerve of the official victors in 
the last General War, and broken it so 
seriously that they were now finding them- 
selves morally incapable of making the 
lesser efforts and taking the slighter risks 
that must still be faced if the true harvest 
of the victory of 1918 was to be trium- 
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phantly gathered in. 1 This apparent fail- 
ure of nerve was the more extraordinary in 
view of the penalty which it threatened to 
entail a penalty which was so appalling 
and so imminent that it could hardly be 
overlooked or ignored. In effect, the French 
and English in 1935-6 were confronted 
with a choice between making the post-war 
system of law and order genuinely work or 
else seeing the frail structure relapse into 
the chaotic anarchy which had begotten 
not only the war of 191418 but one war 
behind another before that. If, with this 
choice before them, the two leading demo- 
cratic nations of Western Europe did ir- 
revocably fail to rise to the occasion, then 
History would assuredly pronounce upon 
their fatal default the verdict that 

No man having put his hand to the plough 
and looking back is fit for the Kingdom of God. 

If the oecumenical society of this genera- 
tion was not destined to achieve its inevita- 
ble political unification along the path of 
voluntary co-operation in the shape of the 
League of Nations, what was the alterna- 
tive route by which it was condemning 
itself to travel? That route was clearly indi- 
cated when a young English airwoman 
succeeded in flying from Croydon to Cape- 
town in 78V4 hours a few days after a 
number of young Italian airmen only a 
few hours' flying distance away from the 
Central African section of her course had 
been engaged in spraying poison gas from 
their planes in order to break the morale of 
a warlike nation which had hitherto man- 
aged to maintain its independence against 
all comers over a period of at least two 
thousand years. In the synchronism be- 
tween these two feats of aircraft, the des- 
tiny of Society was written on the skies for 
all to read there. If the World was not to 



1 This had been the fate of Holland in the eight- 
eenth century, after her victory in hex heroic 
struggle against Louis XIV from A.D. 1672 to 
A.D. 1713. In A.D. 1936 it looked as though both 
the United Kingdom and France might now, in 
their turn, be on the point of retiring from, the 
international arena, as Holland and Sweden and 
Spain and Portugal had all retired in their turn. 



be unified politically by a voluntary agree- 
ment, it was manifestly destined to have its 
inevitable unity imposed upon it by a vio- 
lence armed with the full powers of the 
latest Western technique. And it was idle 
to scout this prospect on the ground that 
human beings would shrink from turning 
these terrible powers to account for the 
perpetration of murder on so vast a scale, 
or again on the ground that the enterprise 
of unifying the World by force would 
prove to be beyond the strength of even the 
most potent and ruthless and unscrupulous 
war-lord. Such a ^priori arguments were 
refuted in advance by the testimony of 
History; for History bore witness that, 
whenever men found themselves at war, 
they invariably made weapons out of every 
instrument at their command, and she also 
preserved the record of at least a dozen 
instances in which a society that was ripe 
for political unification had been unified 
by military force, even when the empire- 
building militarists had disposed of only a 
modest fund of technique. The classic ex- 
ample of such unification through military 
conquest was called to mind by Signer 
Mussolini's conceit of reviving the Roman 
Empire; and while it was improbable that 
the oecumenical empire in which the 
Roman Empire would find its counterpart 
in the modern World would be established 
by Fascist Italy, it was not impossible that, 
in striking down the League of Nations, 
the head of the Italian state was opening 
the door to world-power (a veritable ianua 
lett) for some mightier competitor in the 
shape of a National-Socialist Germany or 
a Communist Russia. 

This was the vista which was opened up 
in AJ>. 1936 by the French and British 
peoples' apparent failure of nerve and 
hankering for release from responsibility 
even at the price of abdication; and in this 
light it was they, rather than Signor Mus- 
solini, who were to be regarded as the 
central figures in the current act of the 
international drama. For that reason the 
writer of this Survey has addressed himself 
... to his own countrymen and not to the 
Italian dictator. 
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Winston Churchill was at the time of the Italian-Ethiopian Crisis a 
spirited critic of governmental policy, although his own Conservative 
Party was then in office under Stanley Baldwin. His role as a Cassandra 
is nowhere more brilliantly recorded than in his own account in the first 
volume of his general history of the Second World War, which he wrote 
after the Labour victory at the polls in 1945. Churchill's eyes were 
pinned upon the rise of Nazi Germany. It is important, however, to 
follow closely his realistic position In regard to Italy. 



EVER since the Stresa Conference, 
Mussolini's preparations for the con- 
quest of Abyssinia had been apparent. It 
was evident that British opinion would be 
hostile to such an act of Italian aggression. 
Those of us who saw in Hitler's Germany 
a danger, not only to peace but to survival, 
dreaded this movement of a first-class 
Power, as Italy was then rated, from our 
side to the other. I remember a dinner at 
which Sir Robert Vansittart and Mr. Duff 
Cooper, then only an under-secretary, were 
present, at which this adverse change in the 
balance of Europe was clearly foreseen. 
The project was mooted of some of us going 
out to see Mussolini in order to explain to 
him the inevitable effects which would be 
produced in Great Britain. Nothing came 
of this; nor would it have been of any good. 
Mussolini, like Hitler, regarded Britannia 
as a frightened, flabby old woman, who at 
the worst would only bluster and was, any- 
how, incapable of making war. Lord Lloyd, 
who was on friendly terms with him, noted 
how he had been struck by the Joad 
Resolution of the Oxford undergraduates 



in 1933 refusing "to fight for king and 

country/' 

* * * 

In Parliament I expressed my misgivings 
on July 1 1 : 

We seemed to have allowed the impression 
to be created that we were ourselves coming 
forward as a sort of bell-wether or fugleman 
to lead opinion in Europe against Italy's 
Abyssinian designs. It was even suggested 
that we would act individually ancl inde- 
pendently. I am glad to hear from the For- 
eign Secretary that there is no foundation for 
that. We must do our duty, but we must do 
it with other nations only in accordance with 
the obligations which others recognize as well, 
We are not strong enough to be the lawgiver 
and the spokesman of the world. We will do 
our part, but we cannot he asked to do more 
than our part in these matters. . . * 

As we stand today there is no doubt that a 
cloud has come over the old friendship be- 
tween Great Britain and Italy, a cloud which, 
it seems to me, may very easily not pass away, 
although undoubtedly it is everyone's desire 
that it should. It is an old friendship, and we 
must not forget, what is a little-known fact, 
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that at the time Italy entered into the Triple 
Alliance in the last century she stipulated 
particularly that in no circumstances would 
her obligations under the alliance bring her 
into armed conflict with Great Britain. 



In August, the Foreign Secretary invited 
me and also the Opposition Party leaders 
to visit him separately at the Foreign Office, 
and the fact of these consultations was 
made public by the Government. Sir 
Samuel Hoare told me of this growing 
anxiety about Italian aggression against 
Abyssinia and asked me how far I should 
be prepared to go against it. Wishing to 
know more about the internal and personal 
situation at the Foreign Office under dy- 
archy before replying, I asked about Eden's 
view. "I will get him to come," said Hoare, 
and in a few minutes Anthony arrived 
smiling and in the best of tempers. We had 
an easy talk. I said I thought the Foreign 
Secretary was justified in going as far with 
the League of Nations against Italy as he 
could carry France; but I added that he 
ought not to put any pressure upon France 
because of her military convention with 
Italy and her German preoccupations; and 
that in the circumstances I did not expect 
France would go very far. I then spoke of 
the Italian divisions on the Brenner Pass, 
of the unguarded southern front of France 
and other military aspects. 

Generally I strongly advised the Minis- 
ters not to try to take a leading part or to 
put themselves forward too prominently. 
In this I was, of course, oppressed by my 
German fears and the condition to which 
our defences had been reduced, . . . 



As the summer drew on, the movement 
of Italian troopships through the Suez 
Canal was continuous, and considerable 
forces and supplies were assembled along 
the eastern Abyssinian frontier. Suddenly 
an extraordinary, and to me, after my talks 
at the Foreign Office, a quite unexpected, 
event occurred. On August 24, the Cabinet 



resolved and declared that Britain would 
uphold its obligation under its treaties and 
under the Covenant of the League. This 
produced an immediate crisis in the Medi- 
terranean, and I thought it right, since I 
had been so recently consulted, to ask the 
Foreign Secretary to reassure me about the 
naval situation. . . . 



Mr. Eden, Minister for League of Na- 
tions Affairs and almost co-equal of the 
Foreign Secretary, had already been for 
some weeks at Geneva, where he had ral- 
lied the Assembly to a policy of "sanctions" 
against Italy if she invaded Abyssinia. The 
peculiar office to which he had been 
appointed made him by its very nature 
concentrate upon the Abyssinian question 
with an emphasis which outweighed other 
aspects. "Sanctions" meant the cutting-off 
from Italy of all financial aid and of eco- 
nomic supplies, and the giving of all such 
assistance to Abyssinia. To a country like 
Italy, dependent for so many commodities 
needed in war upon unhampered imports 
from over-seas, this was indeed a formidable 
deterrent. Eden's zeal and address and the 
principles which he proclaimed dominated 
the Assembly. On September 11, the For- 
eign Secretary, Sir Samuel Hoare, having 
arrived at Geneva, himself addressed them: 

I will begin by reaffirming the support of the 
League by the Government I represent and 
the interest of the British people in collective 
security. . . . The ideas enshrined in the 
Covenant and in particular the aspiration to 
establish the rule of law in international 
affairs have become a part of our national 
conscience. It is to the principles of the 
League and not to any particular manifesta- 
tion that the British nation has demonstrated 
its adherence. Any other view is at once an 
underestimation of our good faith and an 
imputation upon our sincerity. In conformity 
with its precise and explicit obligations the 
League stands, and my country stands with it, 
for the collective maintenance of the Cove- 
nant in its entirety, and particularly for steady 
and collective resistance to all acts of unpro- 
voked aggression. 
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In spite of my anxieties about Germany, 
and little as I liked the way our affairs were 
handled, I remember being stirred by this 
speech when I read it in Riviera sunshine. 
It aroused everyone, and reverberated 
throughout the United States. It united all 
those forces in Britain which stood for a 
fearless combination of righteousness and 
strength. Here at least was a policy? If 
only the orator had realized what tremen- 
dous powers he held unleashed in his hand 
at that moment, he might indeed for a 
while have led the world. 

These declarations gathered their valid- 
ity from the fact that they had behind 
them, like many causes which in the past 
have proved vital to human progress and 
freedom, the British Navy. For the first 
and the last time the League of Nations 
seemed to have at its disposal a secular 
arm. Here was the international police 
force, upon the ultimate authority of which 
all kinds of diplomatic and economic pres- 
sures and persuasion could be employed. 
When on September 12, the very next day, 
the battle cruisers Hood and Renown, 
accompanied by the Second Cruiser 
Squadron and a destroyer flotilla, arrived at 
Gibraltar, it was assumed on all sides that 
Britain would back her words with deeds. 
Policy and action alike gained immediate 
and overwhelming support at home. It was 
taken for granted, not unnaturally, that 
neither the declaration nor the movement 
of warships would have been made without 
careful expert calculation by the Admiralty 
of the fleet or fleets required in the Medi- 
terranean to make our undertakings good. 

At the end of September, I had to make 
a speech at the City Carlton Club, an 
orthodox body of some influence. I tried' 
to convey a warning to Mussolini which 
I believe he read. ... Sir Austen Cham- 
berlain wrote to me agreeing with this 
speech, and I replied: 

October 1, 1935. 

I am glad you approve the line I took 
about Abyssinia; but I am very unhappy. It 
would be a terrible deed to smash up Italy, 



and it will cost us dear. How strange it is 
that after all these years of begging France 
to make it up with Italy, we are now forcing 
her to choose between Italy and ourselves! 
I do not think we ought to have taken the 
lead in such a vehement way. If we had 
felt so strongly on the subject we should have 
warned Mussolini two months before. The 
sensible course would have been gradually to 
strengthen the Fleet in the Mediterranean 
during the early summer, and so let him see 
how grave the matter was. Now what can he 
do? I expect a very serious rise of temperature 
when the fighting [in Abyssinia] begins. 



In October, Mussolini, undeterred by 
belated British naval movements, launched 
the Italian armies upon the invasion of 
Abyssinia. On the tenth, by the votes of 
fifty sovereign states to one, the Assembly 
of the League resolved to take collective 
measures against Italy, and a committee of 
eighteen was appointed to make further 
efforts for a peaceful solution. Mussolini, 
thus confronted, made a clear-cut state- 
ment, marked by deep shrewdness. Instead 
of saying, "Italy will meet sanctions with 
war/' he said: "Italy will meet them with 
discipline, with frugality, and with sacri- 
fice." At the same time, however, he inti- 
mated that he would not tolerate the im- 
position of any sanctions which hampered 
his invasion of Abyssinia. If that enter- 
prise were endangered, he would go to war 
with^ whoever stood in his path. "Fifty na- 
tions!" he said. "Fifty nations, led by one!" 
Such was the position in the weeks which 
preceded the dissolution of Parliament in 
Britain and the general election, which was 
not constitutionally due. 



Bloodshed in Abyssinia, hatred of Fas- 
cism, the invocation of sanctions by the 
League, produced a convulsion within the 
British Labour Party. Trade-unionists, 
among whom Mr. Ernest Bevin was out- 
standing, were by no means pacifist by 
temperament. A very strong desire to fight 
the Italian Dictator, to enforce sanctions of 
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a decisive character, and to use the British 
Fleet, if need be, surged through the sturdy 
wage-earners. Rough and harsh words 
were spoken at excited meetings. On one 
occasion Mr. Bevin complained that "he 
was tired of having George Lansbury*s con- 
science carted about from conference to 
conference." Many members of the Parlia- 
mentary Labour Party shared the trade- 
union mood. In a far wider sphere, all the 
leaders of the League of Nations Union 
felt themselves bound to the cause of the 
League. Clause 5 of their "Peace Ballot" 
was plainly involved. Here were principles 
in obedience to which lifelong humani- 
tarians were ready to die, and if to die, also 
to kill. On October 8, Mr. Lansbury re- 
signed his leadership of the Parliamentary 
Labour Party, and Major Attlee, who had 
a fine war record, reigned in his stead. 



But this national awakening was not in 
accord with Mr. Baldwin's outlook or in- 
tentions. It was not till several months 
after the election that I began to under- 
stand the principles upon which "sanctions" 
were founded. The Prime Minister had 
declared that sanctions meant war; sec- 
ondly, he was resolved there must be no 
war; and thirdly, he decided upon sanc- 
tions. It was evidently impossible to recon- 
cile these three conditions. Under the 
guidance of Britain and the pressures of 
Laval, the League of Nations Committee, 
charged with devising sanctions, kept clear 
of any that would provoke war. A large 
number of commodities, some of which 
were war materials, were prohibited from 
entering Italy, and an imposing schedule 
was drawn up. But oil, without which the 
campaign in Abyssinia could not have been 
maintained, continued to enter freely, be- 
cause it was understood that to stop it 
meant war. Here the attitude of the United 
States, not a member of the League of 
Nations and the world's main oil supplier, 
though benevolent, was uncertain. More- 
over, to stop it to Italy involved also stop- 



ping it to Germany. The export of alum- 
inum into Italy was strictly forbidden; but 
aluminum was almost the only metal that 
Italy produced in quantities beyond her 
own needs. The importation of scrap iron 
and iron ore into Italy was sternly vetoed 
in the name of public justice. But as the 
Italian metallurgical industry made but 
little use of them, and as steel billets and 
pig iron were not interfered with, Italy 
suffered no hindrance. Thus, the measures 
pressed with so great a parade were not real 
sanctions to paralyse the aggressor, but 
merely such half-hearted sanctions as the 
aggressor would tolerate, because in fact, 
though onerous, they stimulated Italian war 
spirit. The League of Nations, therefore, 
proceeded to the rescue of Abyssinia on the 
basis that nothing must be done to hamper 
the invading Italian armies. These facts 
were not known to the British public at the 
time of the election. They earnestly sup- 
ported the policy of the sanctions, and be- 
lieved that this was a sure way of bringing 
the Italian assault upon Abyssinia to an 
end. 

Still less did His Majesty's Government 
contemplate the use of the Fleet All kinds 
of tales were told of Italian suicide squad- 
rons of dive-bombers which would hurl 
themselves upon the decks of our ships and 
blow them to pieces. The British Fleet 
which was lying at Alexandria had now 
been reinforced. It could by a gesture have 
turned back Italian transports from the 
Suez Canal, and would as a consequence 
have had to offer battle to the Italian Navy. 
We were told that it was not capable of 
meeting such an antagonist. I had raised 
the question at the outset, but had been re- 
assured. Our battleships, of course, were 
old, and it now appeared that we had no 
aircraft cover and very little anti-aircraft 
ammunition. It transpired, however, that 
the Admiral commanding resented the sug- 
gestion attributed to him that he was not 
strong enough to fight a fleet action. It 
would seem that before taking their first 
decision to oppose the Italian aggression, 
His Majesty's Government should carefully 
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have examined ways and means and also 
made up their minds. 

There is no doubt on our present knowl- 
edge that a bold decision would have cut 
the Italian communications with Ethiopia, 
and that we should have been successful 
in any naval battle which might have fol- 
lowed. I was never in favour of isolated 
action by Great Britain, but having gone 
so far it was a grievous deed to recoil. 
Moreover, Mussolini would never have 
dared to come to grips with a resolute 
British Government. Nearly the whole of 
the world was against him, and he would 
have had to risk his regime upon a single- 
handed war with Britain, in which a fleet 
action in the Mediterranean would be the 
early and decisive test. How could Italy 
have fought this war? Apart from a lim- 
ited advantage in modern light cruisers, her 
navy was but a fourth the size of the Brit- 
ish. Her numerous conscript army, which 
was vaunted in millions, could not come 
into action. Her air power was in quantity 
and quality far below even our modest 
establishments. She would instantly have 
been blockaded. The Italian armies in 
Abyssinia would have famished for supplies 
and ammunition. Germany could as yet 
give no effective help. If ever there was 
an opportunity of striking a decisive blow 
in a generous cause with the minimum of 
risk, it was here and now. The fact that 
the nerve of the British Government was 
not equal to the occasion can be excused 
only by their sincere love of peace. Actu- 
ally it played a part in leading to an infi- 
nitely more terrible war. Mussolini's bluff 
succeeded, and an important spectator drew 
farreaching conclusions from the fact. 
Hitler had long resolved on war for Ger- 
man aggrandisement. He now formed a 
view of Great Britain's degeneracy which 
was only to be changed too late for peace 
and too late for him. In Japan, also, there 
were pensive spectators. 



The two opposite processes of gathering 



national unity on the burning issue of the 
hour and the clash of party interests in- 
separable from a general election moved 
forward together. This was greatly to the 
advantage of Mr. Baldwin and his support- 
ers. 'The League of Nations would remain 
as heretofore the keystone of British foreign 
policy," so ran the Government's election 
manifesto. "The prevention of war and the 
establishment of peace in the world must 
always be the most vital interest of the 
British people, and the League is the in- 
strument which has been framed and to 
which we look for the attainment of these 
objects. We shall therefore continue to do 
all in our power to uphold the Covenant 
and to maintain and increase the efficiency 
of the League. In the present unhappy 
dispute between Italy and Abyssinia there 
will be no wavering in the policy we have 
hitherto jnirsued" 

The Labour Party, .on the other hand, 
was much divided. The majority was paci- 
fist, but Mr. Bevin's active campaign com- 
manded many supporters among the masses. 
The official leaders, therefore, tried to give 
general satisfaction by pointing opposite 
ways at once. On the one hand they clam- 
oured for decisive action against the Italian 
Dictator; on the other they denounced the 
policy of rearmament. Thus Mr. Attlee in 
the House of Commons on October 22: 
"We want effective sanctions, effectively 
applied. We support economic sanctions. 
We support the League system." But then, 
later in the same speech: 'We are not per- 
suaded that the way to safety is by piling 
up armaments. We do not believe that in 
this [time] there is such a thing as national 
defence. We think that you have to go 
forward to disarmament and not to the 
piling-up of armaments." Neither side usu- 
ally has much to be proud of at election 
times. The Prime Minister himself was 
no doubt conscious of the growing strength 
behind the Government's foreign policy. 
He was, however, determined not to be 
drawn into war on any account. It seemed 
to me, viewing the proceedings from out- 
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side, that he was anxious to gather as much 
support as possible and use it to begin Brit- 
ish rearmament on a modest scale. 



The Conservative Party Conference was 
held at Bournemouth on the very day when 
Mussolini began his attack on Abyssinia 
and his bombs were falling on Adowa. In 
view of this, and not less of the now immi- 
nent general election, we all closed our 
ranks as party men. 

I supported a resolution which was car- 
ried unanimously: 

(1) To repair the serious deficiencies in 
the defence forces of the Crown, and, in 
particular, first, to organize our industry 
for speedy conversion to defence purposes, 
if need be. 

(2) To make a renewed effort to estab- 
lish equality in the air with the strongest 
foreign air force within striking distance of 
our shores. 

(3) To rebuild the British Fleet and 
strengthen the Royal Navy, so as to safe- 
guard our food and livelihood and pre- 
serve the coherence of the British Empire. 

Hitherto in these years I had not desired 
office, having had so much of it, and being 
opposed to the Government on their Indian 
policy. But with the passage of the India 
Bill, which was to take some years to come 
into force, this barrier had fallen away. The 
growing German menace made me anxious 
to lay my hands upon our military machine. 
I could now feel very keenly what was 
coming. Distracted France and timid, 
peace-loving Britain would soon be con- 
fronted with the challenge of the Euro- 
pean Dictators. I was in sympathy with the 
changing temper of the Labour Party. Here 
was the chance of a true National Govern- 
ment. It was understood that the Admiralty 
would be vacant, and I wished very much 
to go there should the Conservatives be 
returned to power. I was, of course, well 
aware that this desire was not shared by 
several of Mr. Baldwin's principal col- 
leagues. I represented a policy, and it was 



known that I should strive for it whether 
from without or from within. If they could 
do without me, they would certainly be 
very glad. To some extent this depended 
upon their majority. 



At the general election the Prime Min- 
ister spoke in strong terms of the need for 
rearmament, and his principal speech was 
devoted to the unsatisfactory condition of 
the Navy. However, having gained all that 
there was in sight upon a programme of 
sanctions and rearmament, he became very 
anxious to comfort the professional peace- 
loving elements in the nation, and allay 
any fears in their breasts which his talk 
about naval requirements might have 
caused. On October 1, two weeks before 
the poll, he made a speech to the Peace 
Society at the Guildhall. In the course of 
this he said, "I give you my word there will 
be no great armaments." In the light of 
the knowledge which the Government had 
of strenuous German preparations, this was 
a singular promise. Thus the votes both of 
those who sought to see the nation prepare 
itself against the dangers of the future, and 
of those who believed that peace could be 
preserved by praising its virtues, were 

gained. 

* * * 

I fought my contest in the Epping Divi- 
sion upon the need for rearmament and 
upon a severe and bona-fide policy of sanc- 
tions. Generally speaking I supported the 
Government, and although many of my 
Conservative friends had been offended by 
my almost ceaseless criticism of Govern- 
ment measures, I was returned by an ample 
majority. Upon the declaration of the poll 
I thought it right to safeguard my own 
position. "I take it from your vote, in view 
of the speeches I have made, that you de- 
sire me to exercise my independent judg- 
ment as a Member of Parliament, and in 
accordance with the highest traditions of 
that House, to give the fruits of my knowl- 
edge and experience freely and without 
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fear." The result of the general election 
was a triumph for Mr. Baldwin. The elec- 
tors accorded him a majority of two hun- 
dred and forty-seven over all other parties 
combined, and after five years of office he 
reached a position of personal power un- 
equalled by any Prime Minister since the 
close of the Great War. All who had op- 
posed him, whether on India or on the 
neglect of our defences, were stultified by 
this renewed vote of confidence, which he 
had gained by his skilful and fortunate 
tactics in home politics and by the esteem 
so widely felt for his personal character. 
Thus an administration more disastrous 
than any in our history saw all its errors 
and shortcomings acclaimed by the nation. 
There was, however, a bill to be paid, and 
it took the new House of Commons nearly 
ten years to pay it. 



It had been widely bruited that I should 
join the Government as First Lord of the 
Admiralty. But after the figures of his vic- 
tory had been proclaimed, Mr. Baldwin 
lost no time in announcing through the 
Central Office that there was no intention 
to include me in the Government. In this 
way he paid some of his debt to the pacifist 
deputation which he had received in the 
last days of the election. There was much 
mockery in the press about my exclusion. 
But now one can see how lucky I was. 
Over me beat the invisible wings. 

And I had agreeable consolations. I set 
out with my paint-box for more genial 
climes without waiting for the meeting of 
Parliament. 

3f.3f.3f. 

There was an awkward sequel to Mr. 
Baldwin's triumph, for the sake of which 
we may sacrifice chronology. His Foreign 
Secretary, Sir Samuel Hoare, travelling 
through Paris to Switzerland on a well- 
earned skating holiday, had a talk with M. 
Laval, still French Foreign Minister. The 
result of this was the Hoare-Laval Pact of 
December 9. It is worth while to look a 



little into the background of this celebrated 
incident. 

The idea of Britain leading the League 
of Nations against Mussolini's Fascist in- 
vasion of Abyssinia had carried the nation 
in one of its big swings. But once the 
election was over and the Ministers found 
themselves in possession of a majority 
which might give them for five years the 
guidance of the State, many tiresome con- 
sequences had to be considered. At the 
root of them all lay Mr, Baldwin's "There 
must be no war," and also, "There must 
be no large rearmament." This remarkable 
party manager, having won the election on 
world leadership against aggression, was 
profoundly convinced that we must keep 
peace at any price. 

Moreover, now from the Foreign Office 
came a very powerful thrust. Sir Robert 
Vansittart never removed his eyes for one 
moment from the Hitler peril. He and I 
were of one mind on that point. And now 
British policy had forced Mussolini to 
change sides. Germany was no longer iso- 
lated. The four Western Powers were 
divided two against two instead of three 
against one. This marked deterioration in 
our affairs aggravated the anxiety in France. 
The French Government had already 
made the Franco-Italian agreement of Janu- 
ary. Following thereupon had come the 
military convention with Italy. It was cal- 
culated that this convention saved eighteen 
French divisions from the Italian front for 
transference to the front against Germany. 
In his negotiations it is certain that M. 
Laval had given more than a hint to 
Mussolini that France would not trouble 
herself about anything that might happen 
to Abyssinia. The French had a consider- 
able case to argue with British Ministers. 
First, for several years we had tried to 
make them reduce their army, which was 
all they had to live upon. Secondly, the 
British had had a very good run in the 
leadership of the League of Nations against 
Mussolini. They had even won an elec- 
tion upon it; and in democracies elections 
are very important. Thirdly, we had made 
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a naval agreement, supposed to be very 
good for ourselves, which made us quite 
comfortable upon the seas apart from sub- 
marine warfare. 

But what about the French front? How 
was it to be manned against the ever- 
growing German military power? Two di- 
visions to be sent only under many reser- 
vations was all the British could offer for 
the first six months; so really they should 
not talk too much. Now the British Gov- 
ernment, in a fine flow of martial, moral 
and world sentiment, "fifty nations led by 
one/' were making a mortal feud with Italy. 
France had much to worry about, and only 
very silly people, of whom there are ex- 
tremely large numbers in every country, 
could ignore all this. If Britain had used 
her naval power, closed the Suez Canal, 
and defeated the Italian Navy in a general 
engagement, she would have had the right 
to call the tune in Europe. But on the 
contrary, she had definitely declared that 
whatever happened she would not go to 
war over Abyssinia. Honest Mr. Baldwin; 
a triumphant vote in the constituencies; a 
solid Tory majority for five more years; 
every aspect of righteous indignation, but 
no war, no war! The French, therefore, felt 
very strongly that they should not be drawn 
into permanent estrangement from Italy 
because of all the strong feeling which had 
suddenly surged up in England against 
Mussolini. Especially did they feel this 
when they remembered that Britain had 
bowed before the Italian naval challenge 
in the Mediterranean, and when two 
divisions of troops were all we could send 
at the outset to help France if she were 
invaded by Germany. One can certainly 
understand Monsieur Laval's point of view 
at this time. 

Now in December a new set of argu- 
ments marched upon the scene. Mussolini, 
hard pressed by sanctions, and under the 
very heavy threat of "fifty nations led by 
one," would, it was whispered, welcome a 
compromise on Abyssinia. Poison gas, 
though effective against the native Ethi- 
opians, would certainly not elevate the 



name of Italy in the world. The Abyssin- 
ians were being defeated. They were not, 
it was said, prepared to make large con- 
cessions and wide surrenders of territory. 
Could not a peace be made which gave 
Italy what she had aggressively demanded 
and left Abyssinia four-fifths of her entire 
empire? Vansittart, who happened to be 
in Paris at the time the Foreign Secretary 
passed through, and was thus drawn into 
the affair, should not be misjudged because 
he thought continuously of the German 
threat, and wished to have Britain and 
France organised at their strongest to face 
this major danger, with Italy in their rear 
a friend and not a foe. 

But the British nation from time to time 
gives way to waves of crusading sentiment. 
More than any other country in the world, 
it is at rare intervals ready to fight for a 
cause or a theme, just because it is con- 
vinced in its heart and soul that it will not 
get any material advantage out of the con- 
flict. Baldwin and his Ministers had given 
a great uplift to Britain in their resistance 
to Mussolini at Geneva. They had gone so 
far that their only salvation before history 
was to go all lengths. Unless they were 
prepared to back words and gestures by 
action, it might have been better to keep 
out of it all, like the United States, and 
let things rip and see what happened. Here 
was an arguable plan. But it was not the 
plan they had adopted. They had appealed 
to the millions, and the unarmed, and 
hitherto unconcerned, millions had an- 
swered with a loud shout, overpowering all 
other cries, 'Tes, we will march against 
evil, and we will march now. Give us the 
weapons." 

The new House of Commons was a 
spirited body. With all that lay before them 
in the next ten years, they had need to be. 
It was therefore with a horrible shock that, 
while tingling from the election, they re- 
ceived the news that a compromise had 
been made between Sir Samuel Hoare and 
M. Laval about Abyssinia. This crisis 
nearly cost Mr. Baldwin his political life. 
It shook Parliament and the nation to its 
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base. Mr. Baldwin fell almost overnight 
from his pinnacle of acclaimed national 
leadership to a depth where he was derided 
and despised. His position in the House 
during these days was pitiful. He had 
never understood why people should worry 
about all these bothersome foreign affairs. 
They had a Conservative majority and no 
war. What more could they want? But the 
experienced pilot felt and measured the full 
force of the storm. 

The Cabinet, on December 9, had ap- 
proved the Hoare-Laval plan to partition 
Abyssinia between Italy and the Emperor. 
On the thirteenth the full text of the 
Hoare-Laval proposals was laid before the 
League. On the eighteenth the Cabinet 
abandoned the Hoare-Laval proposals, thus 
entailing the resignation of Sir Samuel 
Hoare. In the debate on the nineteenth 
Mr. Baldwin said: 

I felt that these proposals went too far. I 
was not at all surprised at the expression of 
feeling in that direction. I was not expecting 
that deeper feeling that was manifest in many 
parts of the country on what I may call the 
grounds of conscience and of honour. The 
moment I am confronted with that, I know 
that something has happened that has ap- 
pealed to the deepest feelings of our country- 
men, that some note has been struck that 
brings back from them a response from the 
depths. I examined again all that I had done, 
and I felt that . . . there could not be support 
in this country behind those proposals even 
as terms of negotiation. It is perfectly obvious 
now that the proposals are absolutely and 
completely dead. This Government is cer- 
tainly going to make no attempt to resurrect 
them. If there arose a storm when I knew I 
was in the right, I would let it break on me, 
and I would either survive it or break. If I 
felt after examination of myself that there was 
in that storm something which showed me 
that I had done something that was not wise 
or right, then I would bow to it. 

The House accepted this apologia. The 
crisis passed. On his return from Geneva, 
Mr. Eden was summoned to 10 Downing 
Street by the Prime Minister to discuss the 



situation following Sir Samuel Hoare's 
resignation. Mr. Eden at once suggested 
that Sir Austen Chamberlain should be 
invited to take over the Foreign Office, and 
added that if desired he was prepared to 
serve under him in any capacity. Mr. 
Baldwin replied that he had already con- 
sidered this and had informed Sir Austen 
himself that he did not feel able to offer 
the Foreign Office to him. This may have 
been due to Sir Austen's health. On De- 
cember 22, Mr. Eden became Foreign 
Secretary. . . . 

* # Jf 

The collapse of Abyssinian resistance 
and the annexation of the whole country 
by Italy produced unhelpful effects in Ger- 
man public opinion. Even those elements 
which did not approve of Mussolini's policy 
or action admired the swift, efficient, and 
ruthless manner in which, as it seemed, 
the campaign had been conducted. The 
general view was that Great Britain had 
emerged thoroughly weakened. She had 
earned the undying hatred of Italy; she had 
wrecked the Stresa Front once and for all; 
and her loss of prestige in the world con- 
trasted agreeably with the growing strength 
and repute of the new Germany. "I am im- 
pressed/' wrote one of our representatives 
in Bavaria, "by the note of contempt in 
references to Great Britain in many quar- 
ters. ... It is to be feared that Germany's 
attitude in the negotiations for a settlement 
in Western Europe and for a more general 
settlement of European and extra-European 
questions will be found to have stiffened." 

An article in the Muenchener Zeitung 
(May 16, 1936) contains some illuminat- 
ing passages: 

The English like a comfortable life com- 
pared with our German standards. This does 
not indeed mean that they are incapable of 
sustained efforts, but they avoid them so far 
as they can, without impairing their personal 
and national security. They also control 
means and wealth which have enabled them, 
in contrast with us, for a century or so, to 
increase their capital more or less automati- 
cally. . . . After the war, in which the English 
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after some preliminary hesitation showed cer- 
tainly an amazing energy, the British masters 
of the world thought they had at last earned a 
little rest. They disarmed along the whole line 
in civil life even more than on land and sea. 
They reconciled themselves to abandoning 
the two-power [naval] standard and accepted 
parity with America. . . . How about the 
Army? How about the air force? . . . For 
the land and air defence forces England needs 
above all men, not merely money, but also 
the lives of her citizens for Empire defence. 
Indeed, of the eleven thousand men needed 
for the new air programme, seven thousand 
are lacking. Again, the small Regular Army 
shows a large deficiency, about one whole 
division, and the Territorial Army (a sort of 
Sunday-School for amateur soldiers) is so far 
below its authorised numbers that it cannot 
in any way be considered an effective com- 
batant force. Mr. Baldwin himself said a 
short time ago that he had no intention of 
changing the system of recruiting by the 
introduction of conscription. 

A policy which seeks to achieve success by 
postponing decisions can today hardly hope to 
resist the whirlwind which is shaking Europe 
and indeed the whole world. Few are the 
men who, upon national and not upon party 
grounds, rage against the spinelessness and 
ambiguous attitude of the Government, and 
hold them responsible for the dangers into 



which the Empire is being driven all unaware. 
The masses seem to agree with the Govern- 
ment that the situation \vill improve by mark- 
ing time, and that by means of small adjust- 
ments and carefully thought-out manoeuvres 
the balance can once against be rectified. , . . 
Today all Abyssinia is irrevocably, fully, 
and finally Italian alone. This being so, 
neither Geneva nor London can have any 
doubt that only the use of extraordinary force 
can drive the Italians out of Abyssinia. But 
neither the power nor the courage to use force 
is at hand. 

All this was only too true. His Majesty's 
Government had imprudently advanced to 
champion a great world cause. They had 
led fifty nations forward with much brave 
language. Confronted with brute facts Mr. 
Baldwin had recoiled. Their policy had 
for a long time been designed to give satis- 
faction to powerful elements of opinion at 
home rather than to seek the realities of the 
European situation. By estranging Italy 
they had upset the whole balance of Europe 
and gained nothing for Abyssinia. They 
had led the League of Nations into an utter 
fiasco, most damaging if not fatally injuri- 
ous to its effective life as an institution* 
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The liberal political convictions of Saetano Salvemini (1873-1957) 
caused him to leave Italy in the nineteen-twenties rather than to com- 
promise in any way with the established fascist regime. After an ex- 
tended sojourn in Great Britain, he came to the United States in 1932 
where he was long a stimulating and impressive figure at Harvard Uni- 
versity. Professor Salvemini was the author of numerous historical works, 
many of them biting attacks on Mussolini. Freely acknowledging his bias, 
averse to directing responsibility to "corporate" abstractions as Italy 
or the State, he painstakingly collected evidence to develop the liability 
of definite persons. His indictment knew no national boundaries; regard- 
ing Britain as the fatherland of lovers of freedom the world over, his 
opinion of the intelligence and integrity of the men who then governed 
was dealt a body blow. 



IN November 1925, while on a Mediter- 
ranean cruise in his private yacht, Sir 
Austen Chamberlain [British Foreign Sec- 
retary] stopped at Rapallo and renewed the 
ties with Mussolini established earlier in 
Rome. "All my pleasant impressions of 
him gained in Rome," wrote Sir Austen, 
"were renewed and confirmed." His host 
was "the simplest and sincerest of men 
when he was not posing as the dictator." 

It is not part of my business as Foreign 
Secretary to appreciate his action in the do- 
mestic policies of Italy, but if I ever had to 
choose in my own country between anarchy 
and dictatorship, I expect I should be on the 
side of the dictator. . I believe him to be 
accused of crimes in which he had no share, 
and I suspect him to have connived unwill- 
ingly at other outrages he would have pre- 
vented if he could. But I am confident that 
he is a patriot and a sincere man; I trust his 
word when given, and I think we might easily 
go far before finding an Italian with whom it 
would be as easy for the British Government 
to work. . . . 



[While in this frame of mind Chamber- 
lain and Mussolini came to an agreement 
concerning Ethiopia.] This country was 
bounded to the north, east, and south by 
the possessions of Italy, France, and Great 
Britain, which cut it off from the sea. In 
the Treaty of December 14, 1906, the three 
surrounding Powers agreed not to "infringe 
in any way on the sovereign rights" of the 
Emperor of Ethiopia, but at the same time 
they divided that country into three spheres 
of influence. The eastern territories, or the 
Lake Tana region, which border Sudan, 
went to Great Britain; Italy was assigned 
the central territories between Addis Ababa 
and the Lake Tana zone; and the eastern 
part, from Addis Ababa to French Somali- 
land, was allotted to France. In addition, 
they pledged not to undertake the building 
of any railway or to initiate any other form 
of economic penetration without previously 
coming to a three-way agreement. Nothing 
much was said or done about these matters 
for many years because the three European 
countries had other problems to cope with, 
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and because Ethiopia was for a long time 
rent by domestic struggles not propitious 
to foreign economic penetration. . . . 

Around 1922, Emperor Haile Selassie 
(then Regent Diazmach Tafari) had re- 
stored a degree of order in the country. In 
September 1923, he secured Ethiopia's 
admission to the League of Nations, sub- 
ject to reservations regarding slavery and 
arms traffic. His application was sponsored 
by the French and Italian Governments. 
The British Government objected on the 
ground that neither domestic slavery nor 
slave traffic had as yet been abolished in 
Ethiopia. But the French Government was 
then at loggerheads with the British over 
the Ruhr, while Mussolini was on good 
terms with Paris and on bad terms with 
London because of Corfu. The British For- 
eign Office, confronted with joint Franco- 
Italian action, gave way, and Ethiopia was 
therefore admitted to the League. In 1924, 
Ethiopia's Regent took a trip to Europe to 
establish regular relations with the coun- 
tries of "superior civilization." He was offi- 
cially received at Rome during the very 
days In the summer of 1924 when the Fas- 
cist regime was rocked to its foundations by 
the Matteotti scandal and the body of the 
murdered man was being sought without 
success. A comic sheet in Rome repre- 
sented, regardless of the truth, the illus- 
trious scion of King Solomon and the 
Queen of Sheba under the guise of a black 
cannibal, whispering to the Italian Chief 
of Police: 'You can tell me in all confi- 
dence; did you eat him?" His Ethiopian 
Highness must have felt scant admiration 
for Fascist "superior civilization/* 

Now that the Regent of Ethiopia, thanks 
to French and Italian sponsorship, had been 
allowed to affix his signature to the Cove- 
nant of the League of Nations, which stip- 
ulated that all partners should guarantee 
the full independence and territorial in- 
tegrity of the co-signatories, the British and 
Italian Governments, on December 16 and 
20, 1925, exchanged notes by which the 
British Government pledged itself to sup- 
port the Italian Government in its en- 



deavour to obtain the concession to build 
the railway from Eritrea to Italian Somali- 
land; moreover, it would raise no obstacle 
to the efforts of the Italian Government to 
secure from the French Government the 
abandonment to Italian influence of the 
French sphere lying between the French 
Colony of Djibuti and Addis Ababa. In 
return, the Italian Government bound it- 
self to support the British Government in 
its endeavour to obtain from the Ethiopian 
Government the concession to build the 
dam on Lake Tana and a motor road ex- 
tending from Sudan to the Lake. The 
agreement provided that should only one 
of the two signatories be granted the de- 
sired concessions, the successful signatory 
would not "relax his wholehearted efforts 
to secure a corresponding satisfaction for 
the other Government concerned." It is 
interesting to note that Mussolini Cor his 
"experts") were still thinking, at the end 
of 1925, in terms of nineteenth-century 
railways; they had not yet realized that rail- 
ways had been superseded by motor-roads. 
This agreement in appearance was of an 
economic nature, and did not explicitly 
allow Mussolini to wage war on Ethiopia 
whenever he saw fit. But Mussolini could 
not have built and operated a railway cut- 
ting across the whole of Ethiopia from 
north to south had he not been entitled to 
establish military control over that territory. 
What Sir Austen was actually doing in 
December 1925 was to pledge the British 
Foreign Office not to interfere with Musso- 
lini even if he landed himself in a war with 
Ethiopia, on condition that British "special 
interests" in the Tana region remained 
unchallenged. . . 

SILENCE AT STRESA 

At the Stresa Conference (April 11-14), 
the Ethiopian question was never officially 
discussed. It is obvious that "silence in 
the face of undisguised Italian preparation 
for war" was bound to be interpreted by 
Mussolini "to mean that Great Britain, like 
France, was content to regard the African 
adventure with benevolent eyes/' 
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Sir Charles Petrie writes that at Stresa, 
"for some reason which has not been satis- 
factorily explained, no mention of Abys- 
sinia was made, with the result that die 
Duce drew the not-unnatural inference 
that Great Britain was not interested." As 
a matter of fact, the explanation is there 
and wholly satisfactory: the written Cham- 
berlain-Mussolini agreement of December 
1925, and the verbal Laval-Mussolini agree- 
ment of January 10, 1935. Nobody explic- 
itly approved of what everybody knew 
Mussolini was planning. All abstained from 
embarrassing him. "On s'est abstenu de le 
gener" Laval was reported to have said. 
But omission may carry the same responsi- 
bility as commission. 

A few months later, Sir Samuel Hoare, 
who in June had succeeded Sir John Simon 
as Foreign Secretary, was asked in the 
House of Commons (I.vii.35) whether 
there was any basis for the "rumour" that 
"at Stresa" assurances had been given to 
Mussolini on behalf of France that Italy 
would have a free hand in Abyssinia so 
far as France was concerned, and that the 
British delegates were aware of these assur- 
ances and had said nothing with regard to 
them, thus giving passive assent to a policy 
of that kind. Sir Samuel Hoare answered 
that there was "no foundation whatever" 
for the report that "at Stresa" "the British 
Government and the French Government 
had given some kind of undertaking to the 
Italian Government under which they were 
supposed to be prepared to give the Italian 
Government a free hand in Abyssinia." He 
added that "the question of Abyssinia was 
never discussed between the delegates of 
the three Governments at Stresa" As for 
France, "it was for the French Government 
to make the answer." None the less, "he 
felt quite certain that the French Govern- 
ment had given no undertaking either at 
Stresa or in any other conversations that 
would justify any settlement of that kind." 
He was equally certain that the French 
Government "had taken no action that 
would be contrary to its obligations either 



under the Covenant or under the existing 
treaties." 

The reader should notice that Sir Samuel 
left to the French the task of contradicting 
"rumours" in which they and not the Eng- 
lish were concerned. As for what had hap- 
pened at Stresa, the British Foreign Minis- 
ter said that no undertaking had been given 
at Stresa in April 1935. He did not say that 
no undertaking had been given by Laval 
at Rome in January 1935, or by Sir Austen 
Chamberlain at Rapallo in December 1925. 

According to Sir Samuel, the Ethiopian 
question was never discussed at Stresa by 
the delegates. When the matter again came 
before the House of Commons on October 
22, 1935, Sir Samuel admitted that the 
Abyssinian question had been discussed at 
Stresa between "members of the two dele- 
gations." On the following day, Lloyd 
George asked: 

What delegations'? The only man that 
mattered in the Italian delegation was Signor 
Mussolini. Were there any conversations be- 
tween the only members of the delegation that 
mattered? . . . What was the use of delegat- 
ing this discussion to experts and clerks who 
had no authority? Who took part in those 
discussions? . , . We ought to know. 

Eden, speaking after Lloyd George, en- 
deavoured to evade this issue, but Lloyd 
George insisted: 'There was no discussion 
between our Prime Minister and our 
Foreign Secretary and Signor Mussolini?" 
Eden answered: "No official discussion at 
all/' Lloyd George again insisted: "Were 
there any discussions?" Eden: "Not be- 
tween the heads of delegation" 

Among the British officials at Stresa there 
were Sir Robert Vansittart (later Lord 
Vansittart), Permanent Under-Secretary to 
the Foreign Office, and the expert in East 
African affairs, Sir Maurice Peterson. The 
Liberal M.P., Sir Archibald Sinclair, 
pointed out in the House of Commons 
(June 23, 1936) that the British delega- 
tion had had their expert on Abyssinian 
affairs with them at Stresa: 
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They never once dared to call him into 
the room with Signor Mussolini in order to 
discuss these matters. What should have been 
done at Stresa was to face Mussolini with the 
declaration: "If you go on with your Abys- 
sinian policy, you will find that the whole 
might of Britain will be ranged on the side 
of the League in order to assert its authority 
against the aggressor." 

Lord Vansittart states that at Stresa he 
"warned" the Italians in "personal talks" 
about the Ethiopian muddle. He does not 
elucidate, however, as to the exact tenor of 
his warnings. Did he merely inform them 
that an Italo-Ethiopian war would be ex- 
tremely unpopular in England, and did he 
stop there? Or did he add that the British 
Government would be forced by the pres- 
sure of public opinion to take sides with 
the League of Nations against Italy? While 
evading this point, Lord Vansittart explains 
his tactics on the following grounds: (1) 
Mussolini would not have heeded a warning 
from England alone, once Laval "had taken 
care" of the business; and (2) "it seemed 
better tactics, while keeping an eye on 
Laval, first to secure agreement on Austria, 
that is to provide a bait before administer- 
ing a monition." These words mean noth- 
ing. Laval and Mussolini had already 
reached an accord on the Austria question 
in January 1935, and they did not need 
any inducement on that score, unless Lord 
Vansittart offered active British support 
against any attempt by Hitler at Anschluss: 
but this support was never promised: "It 
was notorious," writes Lord Vansittart, 
"that Britain still had a horror of 'commit- 
ments/" If the British had a terror of 
commitments, there could be at Stresa 
neither bribes nor monitions. 

According to the diplomatic documents 
used by Villari, the Ethiopian affair was 
not discussed by the protagonists at Stresa, 
but "there were more or less private con- 
versations between certain officials of the 
British and Italian delegations*" The Ital- 
ians explained that Italy was obliged "to 
guarantee the security of her colonies" and 



also to forestall the increase of German 
influence even in Ethiopia. The British 
officials were of the opinion that "vigorous 
action was inopportune, in view of the 
European situation at the moment; an 
undertaking of that nature would have 
had repercussions on Italy's political situa- 
tion and military strength in Europe; colo- 
nial expeditions could very well be long- 
drawn-out and require a great outlay of 
military and financial effort." The Italians 
were informed that "a committee of experts 
had begun the study of British interests in 
Ethiopia." It would appear from this source 
too, therefore, that the British Government 
failed to make an outright statement of its 
intentions to honour its obligations under 
the Covenant of the League should Mus- 
solini's venture result in war. 

In an interview with the Morning Post 
of September 17, 1935, Mussolini stated- 
and nobody ever contradicted him on this 
score that after the Stresa Conference he 
once again instructed his Ambassador in 
London, on May 1, to invite the British 
Government to open friendly talks with the 
Italian Government on the Ethiopian ques- 
tion. "Even that overture led to inconclu- 
sive conversations/* The British Foreign 
Office did not need conclusions. The con- 
clusion had already been agreed upon by 
Sir Austen Chamberlain in December 
1925. 

Mussolini revealed in the same interview 
that the words "of Europe" had been in- 
serted by him in the official communique 
"to show that the African situation had 
been omitted." Then the whole of his 
Cabinet came in (September 28, 1935), 
and stated that the British Government, 
from January 29 onwards, had been in- 
formed "in the most loyal manner of the 
colonial objectives of Italian policy," and 
that Italian interests had been "recognized 
in bilateral agreements by Great Britain 
herself/' This was a clear-cut reference to 
the Chamberlain-Mussolini agreement of 
December 1925. 

The British Foreign Office ignored the 
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hint at the agreement of 1925, but pro- 
tested that the reference to Great Britain's 
attitude was "completely misleading." Sir 
Eric Drummond had expressed to the Ital- 
ian Government, on February 28, Great 
Britain's serious concern at the general situ- 
ation and had informed them of the reac- 
tions of public opinion in England against 
a war-like attitude on the part of Italy; this 
was again repeated to Signer Grandi in 
London by Sir Robert Vansittart on April 
17, and by the British delegation at Geneva 
on April 30; further warnings had been 
given on May 3 and 22. The British had 
always stressed their obligations under the 
Covenant: 

Although the question did not come up 
officially at Stresa, it formed the subject of 
conversations between officials, and a very 
serious warning of the consequences of mili- 
tary action in Abyssinia was given through 
officials. 

The British Foreign Office was careful 
not to make clear the only point which 
was pertinent: Mussolini did not need to 
be warned about the general situation or 
public opinion, or even the existence of 
the Covenant; he should have been told 
squarely that the British Government in- 
tended to carry out the Covenant, and not 
to stultify it. If Lord Vansittart and Sir 
Maurice Peterson had warned the Italians 
that the British Foreign Office would op- 
pose Mussolini's adventure, this fact would 
have been made clear by the "British quar- 
ters" in September 1935 

In the Far Eastern crisis of 1931 and 
following years, Japan and China, owing 
to their great distance from Europe might 
as well have been on the moon. If a man 
sees a cat crushed under a car, he loses his 
appetite; yet the same man can calmly eat 
his breakfast while reading in his morn- 
ing paper that thousands of men, women, 
and children have been engulfed in some 
cataclysmic earthquake. The Japanese 
Government and its accessories in Europe 
could count on the ignorance of people too 



preoccupied with difficulties at home to be 
concerned with events in remote lands. 
People's minds in both America and Europe 
were distraught with the economic depres- 
sion that had started in 1929 and was at its 
worst in 1931-2. Moreover, the Japanese 
went about their business quietly, so as to 
attract the least possible attention. Last 
but not least, Russia and the United States 
were equally if not more interested in the 
Sino-Japanese affair than Britain and 
France. Neither Russia nor the United 
States was a member of the League of 
Nations. Soviet Russia had taken an am- 
biguous stand, most likely because of her 
military weakness in the Far East. As for 
the United States, Sir John Simon had 
maintained that he could not count on the 
United States for a policy other than the 
one he was pursuing. A handful of special- 
ists alone realized the gravity of what was 
happening. 

The situation was quite different during 
the crisis of 1935. Italy lies in the middle 
of the Mediterranean, and is in direct con- 
tact with the whole of Western, Central, 
and South-eastern Europe. "Since Ethiopia 
lay in the heart of another continent, three 
thousand miles from Italy, and Italian 
troops en route to East Africa had to pass 
through the Suez Canal, Mussolini carried 
out his rehearsals in a theatre with all seats 
filled and the curtain rolled up." Not only 
could Italy not be ignored, but Mussolini 
made the greatest possible hullaballoo in 
order not to be ignored. One must do him 
the justice of admitting that he spared 
neither speeches nor interviews to acquaint 
the world with his intention of attacking 
Ethiopia. Never previously in history has 
any war been clamorously announced for 
nine months beforehand. Mussolini sup- 
plied historians with this innovation in 
diplomatic technique. He hoped to cow 
the Ethiopians into submission by a display 
of overwhelming strength and heroic will- 
power. At the same time he had to stir up 
the Italians. 

He completely failed to frighten the 
Ethiopians. Remembering that they had 
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annihilated an Italian army at Adowa forty 
years earlier, they still believed themselves 
invulnerable behind their natural defences. 
They were sure they could stop modern 
tanks and planes with their primitive 
weapons. Even if he had been able to 
reach a compromise with Mussolini, Haile 
Selassie could not have carried it out in a 
feudal country where many of the local 
chieftains were ready to seize upon any 
pretext to rebel and overthrow him. 

As for Italy, Mussolini had not suc- 
ceeded, even as late as the summer of 1935, 
in rousing the mass of the population from 
the depths of an apathy induced by the 
abuses of "propaganda" and nine years of 
economic crisis. 

On the other hand, he raised a storm in 
England. The poll, initiated when no one 
foresaw an Italo-Ethiopian war, became, 
during the first half of 1935, a demonstra- 
tion of hostility against Mussolini's policy. 
A clash developed between Mussolini and 
the British public that is, those Liberals, 
Labourites and, in general, those men and 
women who had opposed their Government 
during the Boer War, forty years earlier, 
and who had swept Lloyd George out of 
office in 1922 when he had tried to go to 
war with Turkey. 

In 1935, the British Conservative leaders 
were in the hapless position of being an- 
swerable to a people who were accustomed 
to having some say in the policies of their 
Government. Had they looked the other 
way while Mussolini was attacking Ethi- 
opia, the Conservatives would have lost 
heavily in the general elections due in the 
following autumn. Moreover, if the Lon- 
don Cabinet had ignored what was happen- 
ing in East Africa, the small Powers would 
have been made aware that they could 
expect no protection against the eventual 
aggression of a great Power. A revolt of 
their delegates might have broken out in 
the Assembly of the League. Such a revolt 
might have brought about a landslide in 
favour of the Labour Party in the forth- 
coming elections. 

It was necessary, therefore, not to run 



counter to the British people's faith in the 
League of Nations, while implementing at 
one and the same time the Chamberlain- 
Mussolini agreement of 1925. The British 
Government had to go through the motions 
of siding with the British people against 
Mussolini, while never having the slightest 
intention of opposing him. . . . 

CONSEQUENCES OF ITfE ANGLO-GERMAN 
NAVAL ACCORD 

Laval read the news of the Anglo-Ger- 
man Naval Treaty in the papers, and im- 
mediately protested to the English Ambas- 
sador. A Franco-Italian military convention, 
which had been drawn up during the pre- 
ceding months, was immediately (June 19) 
signed by General Gamelin, Commander- 
in-Chief of the French forces, and General 
Badoglio, Chief of the General Staff in 
Italy. In the event of a German move 
against Austria, a French army would be 
sent to Italy, to join with Italian and Yugo- 
slav forces in a march on Vienna, and 
effect a junction with the Czech forces. At 
the same time an Italian army should be 
sent to France to operate between Belfort 
and the Swiss border, side by side with 
French units. The air forces of the two 
countries would join against southern Ger- 
many. The Italian Military Intelligence 
Service (SIM) suspended its activities in 
France and made arrangements to work 
hand in glove with the French Counter- 
Espionage Office (2 me Bureau) against 
Germany. 

Mussolini's stock soared to new heights 
on the Paris political market. People felt 
that in the light of the Anglo-German 
agreement, the Laval-Mussolini entente, 
even if at Ethiopia's expense, was more 
reasonable than ever. The Intransigeant 
a paper intransigent^ loyal to Mussolini 
found in the Anglo-German agreement a 
reason to approve of Italy's "work of civili- 
zation" in Ethiopia and to warn Britain that 
France would stand by her Latin sister 
(June 19). Even a man like Pertinax 
wrote: "Nothing is now left of the Franco- 
British co-operation announced in February 
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and reinforced by Italy at Stresa. There- 
fore let us have no intervention in the 
Italo-Ahyssinian controversy." 

In addition, Laval decided to try to come 
to an agreement with Hitler before the 
British Foreign Office forestalled him. To 
help him in this effort there was a large 
current of opinion available in France. 
Now that Stalin had advised the French 
Communists to turn ultra-patriotic over- 
night, the French monarchists, clericals, 
and Fascists were seized with panic lest 
the "Bolshevists" get the upper hand in 
French internal affairs. Blinded by their 
terror, they adopted the plan of coming to 
terms not only with Mussolini, but also 
with Hitler. Laval adopted their line of 
thought 

But how could any negotiations for an 
entente with Hitler be successful so long 
as the Franco-Russian treaty of alliance 
existed? 

In his memorandum of October 2, 1945, 
written in the prison of Fresnes, Laval 
explained his action as follows: 

I wanted our country to live on terms of 
neighbourhood with Germany. I pub- 

Jy advocated a rapprochement and an en- 
tente in 1931, and relations of good neigh- 
bourhood in 1935. But at the same time, 
because I was aware of Hitler's boundless 
ambition and the ever-growing power of his 
armies, because I knew he wanted to build 
the Great Reich and insure German hegemony 
over Europe, I carried out a virtual encircle- 
ment of Germany. It is to that end that I 
signed the Rome agreements with Mussolini. 
It is for that reason that I facilitated the 
reconciliation of Italy with Yugoslavia, and I 
induced Austria to accept military aid from 
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania for 
her defence. It is to that end that I nego- 
tiated and signed the Franco-Soviet pact. 

This is not the whole story. Laval does 
not explain why, after signing the Franco- 
Soviet pact, he failed to have it ratified by 
Parliament, and why journalists friendly 
to him poked fun at it There is only one 
explanation for this double-dealing. He 



thought he might postpone ratification of 
the treaty, meanwhile passing the word to 
his followers and friends to campaign 
against the U.S.S.R. and the not-yet-ratified 
treaty of alliance. This treaty was to be 
not a definite and permanent instrument 
through which French security against 
German attack might be ensured, but a 
provisional shelter to be made use of while 
negotiating the agreement with Hitler. 
When that agreement had been reached, 
the Russian treaty, not yet ratified, would 
be put aside and forgotten; Stalin would 
be left in the lurch. Of course, one of the 
provisos of the Franco-German agreement 
would give Hitler a free hand in Eastern 
Europe, in the same way as the Laval- 
Mussolini agreement had given the latter 
a free hand in Ethiopia. If war could not 
be avoided, it should be localized in Eastern 
Europe. In view of this manoeuvre, the 
Franco-Soviet Pact had to be left dangling 
in mid-air. "It looked as if he had come to 
terms with Russia only to be able to make 
a better bargain with the Fuehrer." He 
repeated to his confidants: "I signed the 
pact but it will not be ratified quickly. By 
then I shall have reached an understanding 
with the Reich." He was wont to reiterate 
that "he needed the friendship of Italy to 
reach an understanding with the Germans. 
And to achieve peace in Europe and the 
world an understanding with Germany was 
indispensable." 

Another point which Laval glossed over 
in his Fresnes memorandum concerns 
Franco-British relations. Hitler's agree- 
ment with France at Russia's expense 
would have made France less dependent on 
England. This was precisely the danger 
point which gave British diplomats cause 
for worry. This was why they tried to 
forestall Laval in making friends with 
Hitler. Thus, each hoping to outsmart his 
neighbour, London and Paris paved the 
way for the coming cataclysm. 

Lord Vansittart tells us that "there were 
suspicions that he [Laval] was in German 
pay. . . . During the period which I am 
about to describe [1935], Laval actually 
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asked Hitler to help him in retaining 
power. . . . Money did not run big in 
French politics, and Laval made more than 
was normally explicable." With less self- 
righteousness, Lord Vansittart might have 
remarked that in view of the fact that the 
British Foreign Office always wavered be- 
tween a Germany judged to be the weaker 
and a France judged to be the stronger, it 
was inevitable that not only Laval but 
many other French politicians should be 
tempted to escape from insecure British 
help through a direct entente with Hitler, 
and this without being bribed with German 
money. British blindness was sufficient to 
achieve that, though German money may 
also have played its part. 

Money or no money, Laval was too 
crafty. His craftiness discredited him in 
Britain and Russia, and in Germany, too. 
Who could rely upon such a man? 

But there were people in London, Berlin, 
and Moscow who were craftier than he. 
He made the fundamental mistake of never 
understanding that it would be impossible 
for France to guarantee Austria, Czecho- 
slovakia, and Poland against Hitler, if 
Stalin, left out in the cold, joined hands 
with Hitler. The British Conservatives 
were more 'logical than he in abandoning 
to Hitler not only Russia, but the whole of 
Eastern Europe. . . . 

THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS IN ACTION 

The General Assembly of the League 
met on September 9. While it was spend- 
ing two days on matters of procedure, an 
exchange of views took place between 
Laval, Hoare, Eden, and Lord Vansittart 
on September 10. Its outcome was revealed 
by Laval in the French Chamber of Depu- 
ties, on December 28, 1935: 

On September 101 had some conversations 
at Geneva with Sir Samuel Hoare and Mr. 
Eden. . . . We discussed and examined in that 
spirit of close co-operation which ought always 
to animate French and British statesmen the 
grave situation with which the world was 
going to be confronted by the Italo-Ethiopian 



war. We found ourselves instantaneously in 
agreement upon ruling out military sanctions, 
not adopting any measure of naval blockade, 
never contemplating the closure of the Suez 
Canal in a word, we agreed to rule out 
everything that might lead to war. We then 
examined what sanctions of a financial or 
economic nature might be adopted by us. I 
have no recollection of there being the slight- 
est difficulty between the British ministers and 
myself. . . . We were in aggreement that such 
measures as financial sanctions or the embargo 
on arms should first be submitted to a com- 
mittee which had not yet been set up, and 
then that other measures might be adopted, 
notably the refusal to buy from or sell to Italy. 

As was natural, nobody in Geneva knew 
anything about the agreement of Septem- 
ber 10. Thus, the stage was set for the 
great humbug of the following days. 

On that very day (September 10), the 
French Ambassador in London was asking 
the Foreign Office "for information as to 
the extent to which the French Govern- 
ment might be assured in the future of the 
immediate and effective application by the 
United Kingdom of all the sanctions pro- 
vided in Article 16 of the Covenant, in the 
event of a violation of the Covenant and a 
resort to force in Europe" A question of 
this nature, coming just as Hoare, Eden, 
and Laval were agreeing at Geneva not to 
apply either "immediate" or "effective" 
sanctions, was ill-timed in the extreme. 
There can be only one explanation. The 
French Ambassador had been instructed 
to take that step before Laval left for 
Geneva, when the latter did not expect 
Hoare and Eden to consent to reducing 
sanctions to a farce. The London move 
was most likely devised in the belief that 
the Ambassador would receive an unsatis- 
factory answer, and this would permit 
Laval to inform Hoare and Eden at Geneva 
that he could not commit himself to a 
policy that was valid for Africa and not 
for Europe. The immediate consent of 
Hoare and Eden to the farce of "partial" 
sanctions put an end to further discussion. 
But that word "Europe" remained as the 
crux of the question. 
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After settling the matter of sanctions 
with Laval, Sir Samuel Hoare came before 
the Assembly o the League (September 
11), and delivered [his famous promise 
that Britain would support the League], 
... He took good care to warn his audience 
that "if the burden is to be borne, it must 
be borne collectively; if risks for peace are 
to be run, they must be run by all; the 
security of the many cannot be ensured 
solely by the effort of a few, however 
powerful they may be." But nobody would 
have quarrelled with him on this point, 
inasmuch as he also stated that His Maj- 
esty's Government would '*be second to 
none in its intention to fulfil, within the 
measure of its capacity, the obligation 
which the Covenant laid upon it. . . ." 

If the secret agreement of September 10 
had been known, Sir Samuel's public 
speech of September 1 1 before the Assem- 
bly of the League would have been greeted 
with a tempest of boos and hisses. On the 
contrary, it met with an immense ovation. 
For five days from the llth to the 14th 
of September the delegates of almost all 
the Governments represented in the Assem- 
bly came forward to support the British 
point of view and to promise their co-opera- 
tion. The representatives of Australia, 
India, South Africa, Canada, and New Zea- 
land all signified their full adherence to 
the position taken by Sir Samuel Hoare. 

Litvinov also contributed to the grand 
parade: 

For the Soviet delegation there is only the 
question of defending the Covenant of the 
League as an instrument of peace. . . . We 
may need it more than once, and probably on 
still more serious occasions. . . . The State I 
represent will be second to none in the loyal 
discharge of its international obligations. . . . 

Then Laval came in: 

Sir Samuel Hoare has told us of the deter- 
mination of Great Britain to adhere without 
reservation to the system of collective security. 
. . . No country has received with greater 
satisfaction than France the words of the 



British Foreign Secretary. ... I rejoice with 
my country, for my country fully understands 
all the need for a close collaboration with 
Great Britain for the defence of peace and the 
safeguarding of Europe. . . . The solidarity 
in me responsibilities of all kinds in all cir- 
cumstances of time and place which is implied 
for the future by such a declaration constitutes 
a date in the history of the League of Nations. 
. . . France is loyal to the Covenant. . . . The 
Covenant is our international law. . . . Our 
obligations are inscribed in the Covenant 
France will not evade them. 

At the same time Laval made it clear 
that France, on January 7, 1935, had 
reached a final settlement of all her differ- 
ences with Italy: he had left nothing un- 
done "to prevent any blow to the new 
policy happily established between France 
and Italy"; and Mussolini "was prepared 
to persevere in this collaboration/' As for 
the Italo-Ethiopian dispute, the task of con- 
ciliation, though doubtless a difficult one, 
was not hopeless. There was no disagree- 
ment between France and Great Britain. 
Both wanted a solution that met Italy's 
legitimate desires while respecting the 
sovereignty of Ethiopia. All loop-holes 
through which relevant issues might be 
evaded were left wide open. 

While the grand parade was in full 
swing in Geneva, Laval continued to dis- 
cuss with Eden Cwho had to keep an eye 
on the imminent British election) whether 
it might not be advisable to avoid the Italo- 
Ethiopian war by setting up in Ethiopia a 
regime similar to that of Egypt. Once the 
parade was over, he discussed with the 
Italian ambassador whether the problem 
could not be solved by conferring upon 
Italy a mandate over Ethiopia. Even Ave- 
nol, Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations, explained to Aloisi [the Italian 
delegate] that in the discussion which 
would arise out of the work done by the 
Committee of Five it would be unwise to 
stress that Ethiopia's peripheral provinces 
had been annexed to the central nucleus 
by conquest. This had happened before 
Ethiopia had been accepted as a member 
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of the League of Nations; thus she had 
acquired the right to have her territorial 
integrity respected, whatever its origins. 
But the question of slavery and of the treat- 
ment meted out by the central Government 
to conquered populations offered a good 
platform for discussion. By asserting the 
need to solve these problems in accordance 
with the provisions of the Covenant, Mus- 
solini could obtain improvements on the 
August proposals. The mission of helping 
Ethiopia might be entrusted more explicitly 
than in those proposals to the three signa- 
tory Powers of the Treaty of 1906, it being 
understood that London and Paris would 
in practice give Italy a free hand. The 
Chairman of the Committee of Five, the 
Spanish delegate Madariaga, also proposed 
that the reorganization of the Ethiopian 
Army be turned over to Italy. 

It is highly improbable that Mussolini was 
not informed by Laval about the agreement 
of September 10. Laval told the Chamber 
of Deputies on December 28, 1935: "Italy 
has always been informed of our intentions 
and engagements, and I have never gone 
back on any of our pledges." The corre- 
spondent of the Manchester Guardian sent 
out the following dispatch from Geneva on 
September 13: 

I am able to say that M. Laval has now 
definitely pledged the French Government to 
participate in economic and financial sanc- 
tions, but not in military or naval sanctions, 
in which he includes the closing of the Suez 
Canal to Italian ships, and to the ships of any 
nation carrying Italian soldiers or war mate- 
rial or supplies for the Italian army. . . . M. 
Laval has, I understand, given an undertaking 
to Mussolini that France will not join in any 
but economic and financial sanctions, so long 
as he CM. Laval) is Prime Minister, and 
Signer Mussolini has said that he would not 
regard French participation only in economic 
and financial sanctions as an unfriendly act. 

Augur, also, cabled the New York Times 
(15.ix) that it had been decided that sanc- 
tions should be "non-belligerent": "in other 
words, the pressure to be applied shall be 



economic." A few days later, he foresaw 
that Mussolini would quieten down "upon 
assurance that sanctions would be neither 
military nor of a nature seriously to imperil 
the standard of living of the Italian popu- 
lace" (NYT. 19.ix). The London Daily 
Telegraphy too, informed its readers that 
in his conversation with Laval, Aloisi had 
urged upon him the extreme importance of 
pressing Britain to abstain from adopting 
any major sanctions which would make 
general war inevitable. 

Baron Aloisi apparently implied that eco- 
nomic sanctions, of a relatively mild character, 
would not be regarded in Rome as a challenge 
which need necessarily to be regarded as 
an unfriendly act involving recourse to war 



Thus Mussolini arrogated unto himself 
the right to dictate what sanctions might or 
might not be applied. Laval, Hoare, and 
Eden decided to adopt sanctions, but they 
would not take any action if, in the opinion 
of Mussolini, it led to war. . . . 

The Committee that, in line with the 
decision taken in April 1935, was to define 
the measures to be applied against an 
aggressor under Article 16 of the Covenant 
was set up, after due procrastination, at the 
end of May. As was to be expected, it be- 
gat two sub-committees, which issued two 
reports in August. They recommended that 
sanctions should not inflict unnecessary 
hardships on the innocent citizens of the 
treaty-breaking country. Food supplies es- 
sential to the subsistence of civilian popu- 
lations should therefore not be withheld. 
Sanctions should have as their sole object 
the obstruction of war effort. The most 
obvious step in that direction was the with- 
holding of arms and munitions, and of key 
products and raw materials essential to the 
armament industry. But the raw materials 
might be essential to ordinary industrial 
life, and inasmuch as it would be difficult 
to determine to what ultimate use they 
might be put, and inasmuch as no hard- 
ship was to be imposed upon any single 
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individual, how could raw materials vital 
to the armament industry be listed? Ex- 
ports from the law-breaking country to 
other countries might be interrupted, and 
since exports pay for imports, the embargo 
on exports would be equivalent to the cut- 
ting off of essential imports. In this case, 
other countries would suffer no less than 
the treaty-breaking country. Thus, this 
method also must be avoided on humani- 
tarian grounds. Credit facilities might be 
withheld. But unscrupulous intermediaries 
might help the guilty country to circum- 
vent this restriction. Moreover, the use of 
economic and financial sanctions might be 
almost as damaging to the economic life of 
the other countries. In addition, unless all 
nations were willing to enforce sanctions, 
non-participating countries could supply all 
the needs of the repudiating country. The 
non-participation of a single important pro- 
ducer might easily nullify all measures, 
unless vast international machinery were 
set up to supervise exporters, merchants, 
and shipowners. Implicit conclusion: take 
no action. The Committee and its sub-com- 
mittees obviously thought that their task 
was to act as some sort of Animal Rescue 
League, rather than to devise means of pre- 
venting or stopping war. By concentrating 
on the sufferings and misery of the civilian 
population in the aggressor country they 
forgot the greater sufferings and misery that 
would be inflicted on the fighting men and 
civilians of all the warring nations, more 
particularly in the territories where military 
operations would develop. 

After receiving this report, the Commit- 
tee, which should have listed the sanctions, 
instructed its chairman to appoint another 
sub-committee to investigate the question 
of key-products needed for the manufacture 
of arms; their work was to be completed by 
November 30. This plethora of committees 
was not meant to discourage Mussolini. 

After war had started in East Africa, the 
time to put sanctions into effect arrived. 
But in France the pacifist movement had 
played havoc with common sense. At a 
meeting of the Confederation Gn6rale du 



Travail, held in Paris on September 23, the 
Secretary-General of the Confederation, 
Jouhaux, stated that "while French workers 
urged their Government to remain faithful 
to the League Covenant in order to main- 
tain peace . . . they did not agree with their 
British comrades in demanding military 
sanctions." He was cheered. Other trade 
union leaders spoke against military sanc- 
tions and ended their speeches by shout- 
ing, "We not only hate war, we hate all 
wars." They, too, were given an ovation. 
The correspondent of the Manchester 
Guardian (I.x) reported that "it must be 
admitted that public opinion in France 
even on the Left was for the present 
strongly against the application of naval 
sanctions to Italy." At the Congress of the 
French Radical Party, held several weeks 
later, nobody went so far as to advocate 
military sanctions if necessary: "the ques- 
tion was carefully evaded" (MG. 26.x). 
By threatening war and capitalizing the 
fact that many people believed him capable 
of any aberration, Mussolini had succeeded 
in cowing everybody in France. The cam- 
paign waged by his hirelings had created 
unanimity against military sanctions. 

In England, the Labour Party was over- 
whelmingly in favour of military sanctions. 
As Churchill writes: 

A very strong desire to fight the Italian 
Dictator, to enforce sanctions of a decisive 
character, and to use the British fleet, if need 
be, surged through the sturdy wage-earners. 
Rough and harsh words were spoken at ex- 
cited meetings. On one occasion, Mr. Bevin 
complained that 'lie was tired of having 
George Lansbury's conscience carted about 
from conference to conference." . . . On Oc- 
tober 8, Mr. Lansbury resigned his leadership 
of the Labour Parliamentary Party, and Major 
Atdee, who had a fine war record, reigned 
in his stead. 

At its national conference, the Labour 
Party gave 2,168,000 votes in favour of a 
resolution supporting military sanctions, 
with 102,000 against (October 20). 

The British Conservatives could, there- 
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fore, play the French Socialists against the 
British Labourites, besides insisting on the 
duty to avoid general war. The moment 
propitious for a general election was ap- 
proaching. The parliamentary correspond- 
ent of the London Sunday Times, who ex- 
pounded the Tory point of view, warned 
that the election could not be postponed: 
"sanctions against Italy might fail" (12.x). 
M.P. Amery welcomed the election because 
he was sure that the electorate would give 
the Conservative majority "a very definite 
mandate, not for intensifying the inter- 
national crisis, but for putting the brake on 
Mr. Eden's activities at Geneva and get- 
ting out of the present entanglement as 
best we can" (^Evening Standard, 13.x). 
Augur also explained that the Conservative 
Party needed to get the election over "be- 
fore public opinion understood the extent 
of the failure of the policy pursued at 
Geneva." The Conservative Party had to 
try to capture voters who might shift their 
weight to the Left Parties, and this could 
be done only by snaring the vast current of 
opinion that had manifested itself in the 
peace ballot. . . . 

Between Labourites and Conservatives, 
the British Liberals were wavering. The 
Manchester Guardian, the newspaper with 
the most consistent record in the campaign 
for the Covenant and for sanctions, found 
a certain measure of comfort in the fact 
that "the pressure of moral and economic 
forces, steady, patient, and persistent," 
would be tried (26Jbc). Thus it, too, gave 
up military sanctions. 

While waiting for the "honourable com- 
promise" announced by Augur to material- 
ize, the Council of the League at Geneva 
set up another committee, the "Co-ordina- 
tion Committee," and entrusted it with the 
task of framing those sanctions which 
would end the war to everyone's satis- 
faction. 

The new Committee was a diplomatic 
conference legally distinct from the League 
itself. It was made up of the delegates of 
the fifty Governments which had voted for 
the October 11 declaration: it had no au- 



thority to take any decision whatsoever, but 
was only empowered to list the measures 
to be submitted to each Government for its 
approval. The name itself "Committee of 
Co-ordination" showed that it had no 
authority of its own. It could only co- 
ordinate proposals freely made by the differ- 
ent Governments through their delegates. 
This mass meeting of diplomats natu- 
rally chose a sub-committee of eighteen to 
do the job, and these eighteen split up into 
three minor committees. 

The chairmanship of die several commit- 
tees was allotted to representatives of small 
Powers who could only tend, not direct, the 
machinery. The method adopted throughout 
the controversy was for the Committee of 
Eighteen to frame proposals for the decision 
of the Committee of Co-ordination subject to 
guidance by the Council. This machinery of 
joint action started as soon as it was fueled 
with will power. It ran just as far as the fuel 
lasted, then stopped; and, thereafter, except 
for some doleful whisdes intended to call at- 
tention to its existence, remained stationary. 

The work of the Committee was summed 
up as follows by a member of the French 
delegation: "Collective enthusiasm, but 
individual coolness" (MG. 16.x). And 
Low, in one of his famous cartoons, de- 
picted Laval asking Sir Samuel Hoare and 
Eden: "It is time to padlock the stable 
door, is it not?" Answer: "But no, the 
horse is not yet quite flown," 

The Committee of Eighteen were con- 
cerned (or made a pretence of being con- 
cerned) lest Germany, not being bound by 
the League, should pour unrestricted quan- 
tities of sanctioned material into Italy. Un- 
fortunately for the Committee, the Berlin 
Government informed the Secretariat of 
the League that Germany would ship into 
Italy only "normal quantities" of various 
commodities. It is plain that Mussolini had 
not yet joined hands with Hider, and Hit- 
ler was forcing his hand. Therefore the 
Committee had no alibi at its disposal. But 
piling up legal technicalities it arrogated to 
itself not only die job of co-ordinating the 
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application of sanctions, but also that of 
indicating which sanctions were to be ap- 
plied. In doing this it ignored the League 
Covenant, which in Article 16, paragraph 
I, ruled that should any memter of me 
League resort to war in disregard of its 
Covenant, all other members of the League 
were pledged immediately to sever all trade 
and financial relations and to prohibit all 
intercourse between their nationals and the 
nationals of the Covenant-breaking State. 
The words "immediately" and "all" did not 
allow for loopholes. But the task of experts 
and committees has always been that of 
discovering loopholes. Moreover, the Co- 
ordination Committee, though sitting in 
Geneva, did not depend on the League; it 
could therefore ignore the Covenant. 

After making short work of the Cove- 
nant, the Committee decided that each 
Government was bound to apply sanctions 
only if it deemed them necessary, but it 
could not take unilateral initiatives which 
might go beyond those sanctioned by the 
Committee. The famous "untrammelled 
national sovereignty" remained untram- 
melled for whoever did not wish to apply 
sanctions, but if any Government felt that 
the sanctions agreed upon at Geneva did 
not go far enough, it could not go beyond 
the limits set at Geneva: its national sov- 
ereignty was no longer untrammelled. "All 
the fifty States must keep in step, like 
dancers on the stage, lest the performance 
of one might surpass that of the others." 
As a result, if anyone in England protested 
that the sanctions were ineffectual, Eden 
could silence him by pointing out that the 
Committee had decided thus, and that any- 
one devoted to the "principle" of "collec- 
tive" action was bound to obey the "League 
of Nations." 

The Committee never considered the 
closing of the Suez Canal, not because "so 
radical a measure would certainly have pro- 
voked a war with Italy, and perchance even 
a world war/' but because as late as Sep- 
tember 10, that sanction had been explicitly 
ruled out Marquis de Vogii, President of 
the Commission in charge of the Canal's 



finances, declared that he felt "the most 
cordial feeling of friendship" for Italy, and 
that nothing short of force on the part of 
Great Britain could have prevented Italy 
from using the Canal. 

Together with the Suez Canal, the oil 
sanction went overboard. . . . 

THE ANGLO-FRENCH "SOLUTION" 

As early as October 16, Mussolini had 
expressed his readiness to negotiate (on his 
own terms, of course). A peace that had 
been accepted by Mussolini as well as by 
Haile Selassie could not be other than 
"honourable." What objections could be 
raised against such a peace by those Eng- 
lishmen who had taken part in the peace 
ballot, or those delegates who had con- 
demned Mussolini in Geneva on October 
11? Could they compel Mussolini and 
Haile Selassie to remain at war even after 
they had decided to make peace? 

The "League" had not been able to pre- 
vent war. Its duty was now to work out a 
peace settlement. The peace treaty would 
be signed in the Palace of the League. It 
would thus be arrived at "within the frame- 
work of the League/' and "the League" 
would score the greatest triumph in its 
history. 

Before the end of October, while the 
election campaign in England was in full 
swing, Sir Samuel Hoare instructed the 
British Minister to Addis Ababa, Sir Sid- 
ney Barton, to urge upon Haile Selassie 
"the advisability of his consenting to start 
peace negotiations for a settlement by com- 
promise"; "Abyssinia's military prospects 
were even darker than they appeared to be 
to observers without inside knowledge." 
Augur was in position to cable to the New 
York Times (30.x) that Sir Maurice Peter- 
son was back from Paris, where, together 
with French experts, he had found "a for- 
mula representing a joint Anglo-French 
effort to solve the trouble in a way satisfac- 
tory to the League of Nations, Italy, and 
Ethiopia together." Sir Samuel Hoare was 
making sure that nothing would happen 
"to wreck irrevocably the prospect for the 
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Italo-Ethiopian peace settlement." Europe 
had to be freed from the incubus of "a 
catastrophic upheaval/* "Respect for the 
Covenant of the League must be upheld, 
but the Government would not allow the 
letter to come before the spirit of the docu- 
ment." "A bottomless abyss" yawned before 
the British and French statesmen "into 
which they were in danger of slipping/' 
The London Daily Herald (30.x) an- 
nounced that Sir Maurice Peterson and his 
French opposite number, Count de St. 
Quentin, had drawn up a plan which 
needed only British approval before being 
submitted to the League; this plan met on 
the whole the demands made by Mussolini 
two weeks earlier. 

Sir Samuel condemned "whispers and 
innuendos" and left for Geneva. In Geneva 
he had a meeting with Laval, Aloisi, and 
the Belgian delegate, Monsieur Van Zee- 
land (November 1). On the following day 
the Co-ordination Committee adopted No- 
vember 18 as the date for putting into effect 
the sanctions already agreed upon. But 
when the delegates were about to leave, 
Monsieur Van Zeeland abruptly proposed 
that the British and French Governments 
"should be entrusted with the mission of 
seeking, under the League's auspices and 
control and in the spirit of the Covenant, 
the elements of a solution acceptable to the 
League of Nations, Italy and Ethiopia." 
The object of this proposal, which obvi- 
ously had been concocted at the meeting of 
the previous day, was to make the League 
responsible for what had been prepared 
behind the scenes. However, the Co-ordi- 
nation Committee had been set up to study 
the enactment of sanctions, and not to pro- 
mote conciliation. Van Zeeland's proposal 
could have been discussed only by the 
Council or the Assembly of the League. 
It was therefore only recorded in the min- 
utes, and that was all. Thereafter Sir 
Samuel Hoare and Laval assumed that the 
Van Zeeland proposal "represented the 
unanimous sense of the meeting," where- 
upon the newspapermen who belonged to 
the combine announced that Hoare and 



Laval had received "a moral mandate" from 
"the League" to negotiate. . . . 

The Hoare-Laval Plan was a great tri- 
umph for Mussolini. First of all it upset 
the time-table of sanctions. Moreover, he 
was given the right to annex half of Ethi- 
opia. As the Italian Fascist organ in France, 
La Nuova Italia, wrote (12.xii), the offer 
proved that "the two great Powers knew 
that Italy was not the aggressor." "We 
have never heard that conciliatory proposals 
are made to aggressor nations." If Musso- 
lini had accepted the plan, the English 
electorate and the House of Commons 
would have been confronted with a fait 
accompli. Peace would have ensued, and 
peace even if it is a bad peace is al- 
ways preferable to war, especially if others 
pay the price. . . . 

As was to be expected, in Paris the Press 
that favoured Laval and Mussolini was 
glad to note that the British Government 
had gone much farther along the path of 
concession "than could possibly have been 
expected a few days ago"; Mussolini would 
undoubtedly accept such a generous offer 
(LT. 10.xn). The slogan of the Mussolin- 
ian agents was, "Are you willing to die for 
the Negus?" (MP. lOjrii). Three years 
later Hitler's agents were to ask, "Are you 
willing to die for Danzig" or "for Czecho- 
slovakia?" Then the moment was to come 
when they would ask, "Are you willing to 
die for France?" 

The Left-wing Press in France was be- 
wildered and silent. Till then it had sided 
with the British against Laval. How could 
it now be more royalist than the King? 

In Geneva the plan was received with 
indignation. The correspondent of the 
New York Times, C. K. Streit, learned from 
three reliable independent quarters and 
he was never contradicted that the Brit- 
ish Government, after getting the promise 
of assistance from the Governments of the 
Eastern Mediterranean, had asked them to 
make known this position to Mussolini. 
They were on the point of doing so when 
the news of the Hoare-Laval plan came to 
"astound them, and stop them in their 
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tracks." In addition, they were informed 
that the British Government had already 
made known their attitude to Mussolini. 
'This greatly increased their bitterness, for 
it seemed to them that Britain had danger- 
ously exposed the weak States to Italy's 
future wrath and had then deserted them" 
(22-xii). 

In the United States the movement of 
those who were seeking cooperation with 
the League of Nations hroke down com- 
pletely. 

The Hoare-Laval Peace Plan caused a re- 
vulsion of American feeling; for it was inter- 
preted as a sign that the principles of inter- 
national justice counted far less among the 
leading members of the League than the safe- 
guarding of their own vital interests and the 
preservation of the European balance of 
power. American isolationism exchanged its 
rnood of repudiating the profits to be made 
out of other people's war for a mood of re- 
fusing any co-operation with the League. . . . 

In the House of Commons, as soon as 
the Paris papers reached London in the 
afternoon of December 9, protests broke out 
on all sides, even among the ranks of the 
Conservatives. The New York Times cor- 
respondent stated that Eden, who "had 
been fighting (!) for the cause of the 
League since the Ethiopian crisis had 
arisen, was furious over what seemed to be 
a betrayal of everything he had stood for/* 

Mr. Eden's friends among the Conservatives 
urged him to resign. At first the proposal 
seemed to appeal to him as the only way to 
save his self-respect. But it was announced 
on his behalf just before the Commons ad- 
journed at 11 o'clock tonight that he would 
not resign, and would go to Geneva. . . . 
Prior to this announcement, Mr. Eden had 
been summoned to Buckingham Palace for a 
talk with the King. 

The fact is that as late as December 5, 
in the House of Commons, he had pro- 
tested against rumours that he did not agree 
with Sir Samuel Hoare and the other mem- 
bers of the Cabinet. There had never been 



"the faintest shadow of difference" between 
him and Sir John Simon or between him 
and Sir Samuel Hoare. He had always re- 
ceived "the most splendid and loyal help" 
from his colleagues. "To pretend anything 
else is singularly insulting to myself, for if 
in truth I had been in constant disagree- 
ment with my colleague, what a poor sort 
of creature I must be still to be occupying 
my position on this bench/' 

Next day the storm broke. In the House 
of Commons Baldwin began by stating that 
the Co-ordination Committee "had ap- 
proved negotiations." The Committee, as 
we have seen, had no power to take such 
a step; it had merely listened to Van Zee- 
land without reaching any decision. Next 
Baldwin affirmed that "no suggested basis 
had at present been submitted to the views 
of either Italy or Abyssinia"; as if, in the 
hurry to get Mussolini's consent, no one 
had thought of telling Baldwin what was 
being cooked up. Baldwin then announced 
that he had not yet examined the Press 
reports, but "he had been told by those who 
had studied the original proposals and the 
Press reports that there were considerable 
differences in the matter of substance/' His 
statements were summed up as follows in 
the Manchester Guardian: "He knew noth- 
ing, he had heard nothing, he had read 
nothing, he said nothing" (12.xii). 

When Eden's turn came, he repeated 
that the Co-ordination Committee had 
"specifically approved of attempts to find a 
basis of discussion between the two par- 
ties"; as a consequence, "with the knowl- 
edge and approval of our fellow-members 
of the League," negotiations were started; 
"clearly, that was the course which the 
League approved, the course which we 
have followed"; Monsieur Van Zeeland 
had become "the League." But Eden had 
to recant: "We have no mandate from the 
League, because the Committee had no 
power to give us one"; but "after an expres- 
sion of opinion such as was given at the 
Committee of the League, it was not possible 
for us to sit still and do nothing/' In any 
event, the plan published by the papers was 
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"only a beginning," a "basis for negotia- 
tions." He had not had time to look at the 
reports "in all the papers" (did he need to 
read all the papers?), but in all those he 
had seen there were "inaccuracies, impor- 
tant inaccuracies, and many of them were 
mutually contradictory." His Majesty's 
Government were not in a position to make 
the proposals under discussion public owing 
to the fact that they had not been dis- 
patched to either of the parties to the dis- 
pute; he forgot to add the word "officially." 
All the League Committees the "Com- 
mittee of Five, the Committee of Thirteen, 
and others" should be informed and have 
a share in the negotiations before all docu- 
ments were made public. He was trying 
to gain time in the hope that he might be 
able to announce that the plan had been 
accepted by the parties to the dispute: 

Let us be frank about this: let us face the 
facts. If Italy and Abyssinia and the League 
accept to discuss on the basis of this sugges- 
tion made in Paris, there is nobody here who 
is going to say No, even if some of those 
proposals may not be particularly appealing 
to us. 



Nobody spoke in the Government's 
defence. 

Baldwin had to rise again, and the best 
argument he found was: "My lips are not 
yet unsealed." Never in the years that 
followed did Baldwin explain what lay be- 
hind those words, nor has anyone fathomed 
the mystery. The most plausible explana- 
tion is that, having no explanation at hand, 
he resorted to the trick of sealing his lips 
in order not to reveal a non-existent reason. 
From that day onwards, Low's cartoons 
pictured Baldwin with lips sealed. 

His seal, however, did not prevent Bald- 
win from uttering a half- truth: "So far as 
1 'know no communications of any kind 
have gone either to Addis Ababa or to 
Rome/' In truth, Baldwin spoke at 9:47 
p.m,, and the official telegrams advising 
acceptance of the proposals were dispatched 
to Rome and Addis Ababa after the House 
of Commons had risen. Baldwin went on 
that as British Prime Minister, he was not 
necessarily officially informed of what 
Laval might confidentially have told Mus- 
solini. In Naples they say: "God save us 
from the lie of an honest man." 
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The wide reputation enjoyed by Benlto Mussolini in the pre-Ethi- 
opian era as a forceful, astute, but essentially reasonable revisionist is 
difficult today to comprehend. The name Mussolini has come to conjure 
up the mountebank, the blustering improvisor, who was overly persuaded 
by his own salestalk. But apologists for II Duce aver that his sincere if 
realistic blueprint to preserve the peace was the victim of narrow impe- 
rialist and liberal democratic hostility. Luigi Villan, a well-known Italian 
historian, was active in various capacities within the Italian Foreign Office 
for over thirty years until his retirement in 1938. He has become with- 
out doubt the most articulate spokesman for the Fascist position on 
International diplomatic development in the period between the two 
World Wars. 



BARTHOU'S visit to Rome had been an- 
nounced in October, 1934, but the 
French Foreign Minister himself was, as 
we have seen, one of the accidental victims 
of the Marseilles outrage. Conversations 
in Rome with a member of the French 
Government were thus, adjourned, and a 
Cabinet crisis in France caused further 
delay, Ggston Doumergue having resigned 
the premiership. His successor, Pierre- 
Etienne Flandin, chose Pierre Laval for 
the Quai d'Orsay, and the new Foreign 
Minister was just as eager as his predeces- 
sor for a better understanding with Italy, 
As soon as the internal situation was cleared 
up, he departed for Rome and met Musso- 
lini on January 5, 1935. At the Palazzo 
Venezia banquet on that evening Musso- 
lini in welcoming Laval said that his visit 
was a clear sign of a Franco-Italian rap- 
prochement, which both Laval and his pred- 
ecessor and he, himself, had long ardently 
desired, "having in view certain common 
objectives transcending the sphere of 
Franco-Italian relations and rising to a 
higher significance in a European sense 



... It is not a question, with regard to 
Central Europe, of renouncing our respec- 
tive friendships; we are to harmonize in 
the Danube basin the vital necessities and 
interests of individual states with those of 
a general nature, with a general pacifica- 
tion as our aim." 

Laval replied in a similar tone, saying: 
"You are die head of a great country on 
which you have been able, with your 
authority, to confer the finest page in the 
history of modern Italy, Placing your pres- 
tige at the service of Europe, you will give 
an indispensable contribution to the main- 
tenance of peace . . . Before the vestiges 
of ancient Rome let us swear not to allow 
humanity to fall once more into the ob- 
scurity that so many past centuries have 
known." 

During the visit an agreement between 
France and Italy was concluded (January 
8th) dealing with Italian policy in East 
Africa and the position of Italian citizens 
in Tunisia. 

Apart from other questions, Laval's visit 
cleared the air with reference to Franco- 
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Italian relations in general. Italy obtained 
for Libya an extension of territory amount- 
ing to 114,000 square km. and another for 
Eritrea of 1,000 square km., but these were 
vast almost uninhabited sandy wastes of 
purely geographical import Italy also 
secured an interest of 20 per cent in the 
Jibuti-Addis Ababa railway. On the other 
hand, Italy agreed to renounce the Italian 
citizenship of her settlers in Tunisia within 
30 years, to allow the Gallicizing of the 
Italian schools- in 20 years and to abandon 
all general claims over Tunisia. 

In view of these important concessions, 
Laval had given Mussolini, so far as 
France was concerned, a free hand in 
Ethiopia, with which Italy's relations at 
that time had begun to be difficult. At a 
later date the British Foreign Minister, 
Anthony Eden, declared that Laval had 
assured him that he had spoken of "a free 
hand" only in the economic sphere. Laval, 
himself, in a letter sometime later, asserted 
that he had actually used the expression "a 
free hand" without any qualifications, so 
that it might be interpreted either in a 
political or an economic sense. It is not 
likely that Mussolini would have surren- 
dered the rights of the Tunisian Italians 
on so large a scale unless he was convinced 
that he had secured an adequate quid fro 
quo. 

Collaboration between France and Italy 
seemed at last to be assured "the greatest 
service rendered to the cause of peace," as 
the eminent Swiss publicist Paul Gentizon 
wrote, "since the first World War." . . . 

During the period [that followed], Hitler 
had undertaken the cancellation of the 
more burdensome limitations imposed on 
Germany at Versailles. In March, 1935, 
he re-established compulsory military serv- 
ice and raised the nation's peacetime effec- 
tives to 36 divisions. These moves were not 
wholly approved by Mussolini. Although 
he had always been favorable to treaty re- 
vision, he did not consider that it should be 
effected .unilaterally, and he still believed 
that Italy, Great Britain and France should 
collaborate to keep the peace in Europe. 



France was eager that a meeting should 
be held in Italy between French, British 
and Italian representatives to deal with the 
situation generally and especially with the 
German problem. This scheme was dis- 
cussed in Paris (March 24th) at a prelimi- 
nary meeting between Laval, the British 
Minister for League Affairs, Anthony 
Eden, and the Italian Undersecretary for 
Foreign Affairs, Fulvio Suvich. From this 
conversation it was evident that the British 
Government was trying to avoid a meeting 
in Italy, so as not to offend the susceptibili- 
ties of the Liberal-Labor Opposition, which 
hated the Fascist regime. But at the same 
time the British Government sought to 
contact the even more totalitarian regimes 
of Germany and Russia, sending the For- 
eign Secretary, Sir John Simon, to Berlin 
and Eden to Moscow. 

Having failed to arrive at any definite 
conclusions in either capital, the British 
Government agreed to the meeting in Italy, 
which took place at Stresa from April 1 1th 
to 14th and was attended by MacDonald, 
Simon, Flandin, Laval, Mussolini and 
various officials. From the first moment, 
MacDonald showed great consideration for 
Germany; and if Laval appeared more un- 
compromising, it was only because he hoped 
thus to arrive at a lasting arrangement 
with Hitler. Mussolini predicted that the 
Fiihrer's next move would be the occupa- 
tion of Austria, and he reminded his hear- 
ers of Italy's vigorous action to safeguard 
Austrian independence after the murder of 
Dollfuss, an action not supported by the 
Western powers. 

A "Stresa front" was vaguely talked 
about and Great Britain and France invited 
Italy to join in a guarantee to keep Ger- 
many in restraint. Yet, at this very same 
time they were also contemplating sanc- 
tions against Italy in regard to the Ethio- 
pian affair. 

While agreements were arrived at on 
various minor matters, nothing was con- 
cluded on the main point, a common and 
definite line of policy toward possible Ger- 
man aggression. The British delegates 
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limited themselves to saying "Naughty, 
naughty!" to Hider. 

The Ethiopian question, over which 
British public opinion and, to some extent, 
the British Government were getting ex- 
cited, was not discussed at all by the dele- 
gates. It was only casually talked about by 
some of the British and Italian officials. 

Two months after Stresa, Great Britain, 
without consulting France or Italy, con- 
cluded an agreement with Germany author- 
izing the Reich to build a fleet including 
submarines, in flat violation of the Ver- 
sailles Treaty. Laval was very indignant 
with the British, but the Foreign Office 
replied that Great Britain would lend 
France support in the North Sea provided 
that France undertook to support the Brit- 
ish position in the Mediterranean evi- 
dently against Italy. Laval brought this out 
at the Petain trial, where he also revealed 
that in 1934 secret military agreements had 
been concluded between France and Italy 
in case of German aggression. 

It was only when the results of the Peace 
Ballot (a sort of referendum organized by 
the British League of Nations Union) were 
published and seemed to prove the exist- 
ence of League fanaticism in millions of 
British subjects (including infants and 
lunatics), that the Baldwin Cabinet de- 
cided that it must adopt a 100 per cent 
League policy if it was to win the next 
election. No member of the Government 
seems to have realized that the ballot was 
one of the most colossal frauds of modern 
times. It is at this moment that the real 
quarrel between Italy and Great Britain 
began, the British Government being con- 
vinced that it must uphold League prin- 
ciples at any cost, even a world war. 

In the spring of 1935 it was suggested 
in certain British quarters that Italy might 
be given a position in Ethiopia similar to 
that of Great Britain in Egypt. Mussolini 
replied that this idea was by no means with- 
out merit. Perhaps a solution on that basis 
might have been reached at that time, but 
Stanley Baldwin afterwards repudiated it, 
fearing that it would prove distasteful to 



the League of Nations Union. France, too, 
had suggested an Italian mandate over 
Ethiopia, and Italy would have considered 
this favorably before developments had 
reached a point of too serious tension. 

The first definite proposal for a solution 
was presented on behalf of the British Gov- 
ernment by the Minister for League of 
Nations Affairs in the Baldwin Cabinet, 
Anthony Eden, who visited Rome in June, 
1935. But it was very different from the 
suggestions and assumptions of the Maffey 
report. Ethiopia was to give the Ogaden 
province to Italy, and Great Britain was to 
compensate Ethiopia by giving it Zeila and 
a corridor to that port, so that the Negus 
could have access to the sea. 

The proposal did not prove satisfactory to 
Italy, for it would have provided Ethiopia 
with ample facilities for the traffic in arms 
from Europe and slaves from Arabia. These 
were the only real objects of the Ethiopian 
demand for access to the sea, its legitimate 
foreign trade being negligible. It would 
have opened the door for the direct inter- 
vention in Ethiopia of other countries 
Russia, for instance. On the other hand, 
the permanent Ethiopian menace to the 
security of Italy's existing colonies would 
have remained unaltered. In exchange 
Italy would only have secured more waste 
lands to add to her already superabundant 
"collection of deserts," as Mussolini called it. 

In Great Britain, even this plan was very 
unfavorably received. The idea of giving 
away even a small fraction of British terri- 
tory was regarded by the imperialists as 
intolerable; and that of making even a 
minimum concession to Fascist Italy seemed 
monstrous to Liberals, Laborites and League 
partisans. 

In any case Mussolini rejected the plan 
as wholly inadequate, and this refusal had 
a profound effect on Eden, puffed up as 
he was with the fatuous vanity of a second- 
rate mind. He was unable to get over the 
idea that a proposal made by him could be 
turned down, and he never forgave Musso- 
lini or Italy for this snub. Always after that 
time he devoted his every effort to get con- 
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dign punishment inflicted on the Italian 
people and its chief statesman. . . . 

We do not know exactly when Mussolini 
first contemplated drastic operations in East 
Africa and the occupation of Ethiopia, or a 
protectorate over it. He does not seem to 
have thought of it before the Wal-Wal 
incident, even though in a general way he 
was always obsessed by the compelling 
problem of finding some outlet for Italy's 
superabundant population. A more inten- 
sive development of Libya might have been 
a partial solution, and he did, indeed, un- 
dertake a large-scale scheme of that kind, 
which soon began to convert the North 
African colony into a prosperous domain. 
But the danger to the small Italian colonies 
in East Africa from Ethiopian raids and 
the possibility of settling a large number 
of Italians in Ethiopia itself, first through 
some understanding with the Negus, sug- 
gested to his mind the idea of a more dras- 
tic solution. Had it not been for the Wal- 
Wal episode, which convinced him that 
no satisfactory agreement could be reached 
with Ethiopia as it then was behaving, 
relations with that country might have re- 
mained peaceful, at least for a very long 
time. 

If the Ethiopian Government had al- 
lowed Italian economic activities to develop 
freely, and if it had appointed a certain 
number of Italian experts in the various 
technical public services as it had under- 
taken to do under the terms of the treaty 
of 1928, Italian penetration might have de- 
veloped peacefully without a war and with 
beneficial results to all concerned. 

There were no Ethiopians capable of 
carrying out important technical work, and 
foreigners had to be employed. Yet even 
after the 1928 treaty, when large numbers 
of European advisers were actually ap- 
pointed, only one of them Can electrical 
engineer) was an Italian. An Englishman 
was selected as adviser for internal admin- 
istration, one Frenchman for public works, 
another for archeological research, and a 
third for foreign affairs (supplanted later 
by a Swede), another Swede for military 



affairs, other Frenchmen and Germans for 
aviation, a Swiss for legal affairs and an 
American for finance. 

But the Wal-Wal episode and other sub- 
sequent acts of violence by Ethiopians had 
brought the relations between the tvvo coun- 
tries to a state of acute tension, which was 
rendered more serious by the intervention 
of the British Government, or at least by 
its agents, in East Africa who, openly or 
clandestinely, encouraged resistance to all 
Italian claims. There can be no doubt that 
it was these events that gradually brought 
Mussolini around to the idea of a plan for 
converting Ethiopia into an Italian colony 
or protectorate. The direct or indirect re- 
sponsibility of British action for the events 
that followed is well established- 
It is possible that Mussolini might have 
secured the results desired by indirect 
means through a system somewhat like that 
adopted by Great Britain in Egypt and else- 
where, which, as we have seen, had been 
suggested. He could have claimed to be 
acting on behalf of the real interests of the 
natives, camouflaging imperialistic ambi- 
tions under the guise of humanitarianism, 
of the defense of international law and so 
on. He might also have found plenty of 
arguments in support of his policy in the 
League Covenant. Possibly, the methods 
he followed may have been faulty, too 
direct, too logical, too outspoken. He never 
concealed his plans or his policy, and in- 
deed, he did in 1935-1936 only what Great 
Britain, France, Spain, Portugal, Holland, 
Belgium, the United States, not to speak 
of Russia, had done in the past. Moreover, 
he acted as he did at a time when Italy's 
need for a population outlet was greater 
than that of any other country, 

Had not Haile Selassi6 been encouraged 
by Great Britain, he might well have come 
to terms with Italy and secured for himself 
a position like that of the Khedive of Egypt 
under Great Britain or of the Bey of Tunis 
under France. Even now that he has been 
reinstated on his throne by the Allied 
armies, he is in the position of a poor rela- 
tion dependent on the grudging goodwill 
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and the skimpy generosity of his British 
"protectors." He may, indeed, now regret 
that he did not come to terms with Mus- 
solini when it was still possible. But, of 
course, all this lies now in the realm of the 
might-have-heen. . . . 

It should be borne in mind that the idea 
of occupying and colonizing Ethiopia en- 
joyed very wide popularity in Italy. The 
compelling need for more land was keenly 
felt by all classes* It was not mere greed 
for colonies, but an urgent necessity. Even 
many of the opponents of the Mussolini 
regime were less hostile to the Ethiopian 
enterprise than to any other measure of the 
Fascist Government.' It was well known 
that the Ethiopian uplands contained far 
more land than the natives in their primi- 
tive conditions could possibly occupy or 
cultivate. There was, indeed, room for 
many hundreds of thousands of Italian 
families in the country without encroach- 
ing on the small area fanned by the 
Ethiopians. . . . 



[Once Mussolini had invaded Ethiopia, the 
League proclaimed Italy the aggressor and 
applied a variety of economic sanctions.] 

The day before sanctions came into force 
the British Government attempted to force 
non-League countries to issue certificates 
of origin for all goods exported to Great 
Britain, so as to be certain that they did 
not come indirectly from Italy. The de- 
mand was, however, rejected by the gov- 
ernments concerned as an intolerable 
interference in their own affairs; and in 
the end considerable quantities of Italian 
goods were actually admitted into Great 
Britain via neutral countries. Cargoes of 
lemons, for instance, were landed in British 
ports as coming from Norway or Iceland. 
On the other hand, on one occasion, 100 
Rolls-Royce motors for war aeroplanes 
were landed at Spezia for the Italian air 
force. Sometimes, even under sanctions, 
business is business. 

The League Powers other than Great 
Britain were not at all keen about sanctions 



and had only agreed to them under intense 
British threats. In France, Laval continued 
to maintain his strong opposition to them, 
although even he did not dare to irritate 
the British too much. He tried hard to 
work out some solution which might appear 
to have a League character, again suggested 
an Italian mandate over Ethiopia, and made 
other conciliatory proposals. But he always 
found the British uncompromising. At a 
public dinner some years later (June 28, 
1939) he said: "It was in order not to break 
with Great Britain and the League that 
sanctions were applied. It was in order not 
to break with Italy and provoke a war, at 
that time practically certain, that sanctions 
were applied with moderation." 

French public opinion and most of the 
press were openly anti-sanctionist, and 
there were violent public demonstrations 
against sanctions. The British tried to stop 
the publication of pro-Italian articles in 
certain French newspapers, such as Grin- 
goire, and the British Embassy protested 
indignantly against Henri B6raud's fiery 
attacks on British policy. . . . 

We now come to the most extraordinary 
episode in the whole Ethiopian conflict 
the Hoare-Laval plan. 

Italian military operations having begun 
very successfully, the British Government, 
while trying desperately to enforce a solu- 
tion by means of ever more severe sanctions, 
now had an inkling as to the advisability 
of trying a more conciliatory settlement in 
agreement with France, which asked for 
nothing better. A first proposal was sug- 
gested at Geneva by a British Foreign Office 
official to the Italian diplomat, Renato 
Bova-Scoppa, whereby some territorial con- 
cessions would be granted to Italy in ex- 
change for an Ethiopian outlet to the sea. 
Italy's repeated military victories had con- 
vinced Laval that a solution really accept- 
able to that country must be found, and he 
invited Hoare to come over to Paris to dis- 
cuss the matter with him. Hoare accepted 
the invitation, for he feared that, if the oil 
embargo against Italy then being discussed 
in League circles was applied, it might 



The Ethiopian War An Italian View 



53 



give Italy an excuse for attacking the Brit- 
ish fleet in the Mediterranean. He was 
also anxious about the increase of the 
German navy that the British Government 
had authorized and about the possibility 
of an Italo-Gennan agreement on Austria 
and other matters. 

The Hoare-Laval meeting took place 
early in December 1935, to discuss the plan 
in strict secrecy; but there were soon "leaks'* 
by two left-wing French journalists, Per- 
tinax and Genevieve Tabouis, and news 
also reached The Times of London. On 
December 8th the London Observer pub- 
lished a scheme whereby Italy was to re- 
ceive the non-Amharic ("colonial") terri- 
tories of Ethiopia, which Mussolini had 
claimed previously, a plan alleged to have 
the support of the British Colonial Office, 
always less anti-Italian than the Foreign 
Office. But in League circles the mere sug- 
gestion of a conciliatory solution still 
aroused outbursts of hysterical indignation. 

It was not known at the time that before 
leaving London Hoare had instructed Rex 
Leeper, of the Foreign Office Press Section, 
to prepare public opinion for lifting the 
sanctions. Leeper replied that this would 
require a month's work, but Hoare insisted 
that it must be done before the Geneva 
Council meeting scheduled for December 
12th. 

The plan arranged by Hoare and Laval 
was communicated to Mussolini by the 
British and French ambassadors in Rome, 
with the request that he should declare as 
soon as possible whether he was prepared 
to negotiate on that basis. The joint note 
proves that the plan was the proposal not 
merely of Hoare and Laval personally, but 
of the British and French governments. 
The idea was that Eastern Tigrai and other 
territories be ceded to Italy and that Ethi- 
opia be given an outlet to the sea at Assab 
in Eritrea. In Northern Ethiopia, Italy 
then would have an area assigned to it for 
economic development and colonial settle- 
ment, but operating under a League scheme 
of assistance in which Italy would have a 
predominant but not exclusive share. 



The plan was obviously very complicated 
and offered infinite possibilities for intrigue 
and disputes. But it was an improvement 
over all previous proposals, and it might 
have served as a basis for discussion, as the 
Italian Government admitted. In any case, 
it completely upset the League thesis, for, 
by admitting Italy's right even to a square 
mile of Ethiopian territory, it wiped out the 
charge of Italian aggression and violation 
of League pledges. 

The Addis Ababa Government, to which 
the plan had been communicated, pro- 
tested indignantly and demanded that the 
League Assembly be summoned to discuss 
it. In the British House of Commons, as 
soon as some members got wind of the 
plan, there was an outburst of virtuous in- 
dignation. The horrified members of the 
League of Nations Union rose up in arms, 
and the Government was much perturbed 
and frightened. Baldwin did not wish to 
assume responsibility for rejecting the plan 
himself, as it was the joint proposal of his 
whole Cabinet, but he hoped that the 
League Council would reject it and save 
him from making himself ridiculous. In 
the meantime, the British Minister in Addis 
Ababa, Sir Sydney Barton, encouraged the 
Negus to reject the plan. 

In France, in Government circles and in 
the country generally, it was hoped that 
the plan would be accepted. In some other 
countries, it was regarded with curiosity 
and with the hope that something might 
come of it to ease the general tension. In 
the United States, Secretary Cordell Hull 
was definitely opposed to it but took no 
action. In Rome, Mussolini studied the 
plan very carefully but would make no de- 
cision until he had consulted the Grand 
Council, which was to meet on December 
18th, as that body had by law to be con- 
sulted on all questions affecting Italian 
territorial possessions. 

The full text, published on December 
13th, increased the indignation of British 
Liberal, Labor and some Conservative cir- 
cles. A delegation of the League of Nations 
Union called on Baldwin to protest against 
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the plan. At Geneva the delegates of the 
smaller powers expressed strong disap- 
proval, but for a different reason. After 
having been bullied and threatened into 
sacrificing their interests to suit a purely 
British policy, they were being let down 
by the British Government now that it 
suited its own interests to come to a settle- 
ment with Italy. 

On the 19th Hoare issued a detailed de- 
fense of his action, and Clement Atdee, 
leader of the Opposition, inveighed against 
the plan as "a concession to the aggressor," 
Baldwin, fearing for his majority (which 
was in no danger whatever) and with a 
hypocrisy rare even in the politics of Great 
Britain, now said that he "had never really 
liked the plan," that on that fatal Sunday 
it had not been possible for the Foreign 
Office to communicate with Paris (though 
there was a quite efficient London-Paris 
telephone service), and that the outcry 



and buried. All this was typical of Bald- 
win: while posing as the plain, honest, 
simple English business man who knew 
hardly anything about politics, he was really 
a crafty politician who thought of little 
except manipulating votes and concocting 
clever intrigues, Hoare then felt obliged 
to resign from the Foreign Office, and the 
warmongering Eden was appointed to suc- 
ceed him. Hoare, who had on the whole 
been right, was thus forced to go; but Bald- 
win, who had been wrong, remained, and 
Eden, who had been still more wrong, 
came in. 

Subsequently, an excuse for the British 
withdrawal of the plan was based on a 
speech by Mussolini at Pontinia, and this 
was the explanation given to me by a mem- 
ber of the British Embassy in Rome. All 
that Mussolini had said on that occasion 
was that "we shall not send the flower of 
our manhood to distant lands if we are not 
sure that they will be protected by the 
Tricolor/' But Baldwin had announced his 
intention of withdrawing the plan (which 
he "had never liked") on the same day and 



at the very hour that Mussolini had de- 
livered the Pontinia speech. The real ex- 
planation was that Baldwin feared that a 
considerable section of his own very large 
majority might go over to the Opposition, 
and that he might be forced to resign by a 
hostile vote in his eyes a far worse ca- 
lamity than a world war. 

Hoare was an honest, well-intentioned 
and not unintelligent statesman, but some- 
what weak and vacillating. The manner 
in which he announced his resignation was 
dignified; not so was his defense of his ac- 
tion in the House of Commons or his letter 
to his constituents. Instead of defending 
the plan, which was originally that of all 
the members of the two governments, he 
seemed eager to prove that it only offered 
"a very small concession to the aggressor." 
The late Sir Arnold Wilson, in talking to 
me about Sir Samuel Hoare, said that he 
seemed to have been descended from sev- 
eral generations of maiden aunts. 

The United States did not take a definite 
line on the Ethiopian war. But on January 
5, 1936, President Roosevelt told Congress 
that Italy and the other have-not Powers 
had failed to demonstrate "the patience 
necessary to attain reasonable and legitimate 
objects by peaceful negotiations or by an 
appeal to the finer instincts of world jus- 
tice," and he somewhat sanctimoniously 
contrasted these grasping nations with 
peaceful and moral America. This state- 
ment provoked a sharp rejoinder from 
Mussolini. Although the United States 
Government did impose certain partial re- 
strictions on trade with Italy, in spite of 
Ambassador Long's remonstrances and the 
appeals to the Italo-Americans, the Govern- 
ment resisted the very intense British pres- 
sure and refused to take any part in 
sanctions. 

For some time there were no further 
attempts at a settlement, but there was no 
tightening up of sanctions such as Eden 
wished. Laval told Cerruti, the Italian Am- 
bassador in Paris, that decisive Italian mili- 
tary success would be the best help toward 
a solution. But his own position was now 
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compromised and his resignation imminent. 
On the eve of retirement, he wrote a letter 
to Mussolini saying that when (January 
1935) he had spoken of a free hand for 
Italy in East Africa, he meant it only with 
regard to economic predominance, although 
this would really have signified in the long 
run complete Italian domination in every 
field. The British Secret Service in the 
meantime had been conducting an active 
clandestine campaign to get Laval ousted, 
and it had actually reached the point, as 
one of the French delegates at Geneva told 
an Italian colleague, of bribing certain 
French deputies. The game succeeded, 
Laval fell, and a Front populaire Govern- 
ment, hostile to Italy, came into power. 

Italy's victorious progress led, however, 
as Laval had expected, to a new suggestion 
for a conciliatory solution. But at a meet- 
ing of the Committee of Eighteen on 
March 2nd Eden, to everyone's surprise, 
stated that his Government favored an em- 
bargo on oil against Italy, provided that all 
other countries adhered to it. The new 
French Premier, Flandin, although less 
friendly to Italy than Laval, succeeded in 
avoiding an increase in the tension by 
proposing that the Committee of Thirteen 
be summoned to seek a new solution. The 
Thirteen did meet soon after and voted a 
resolution inviting both belligerents to in- 
stitute negotions "within the framework of 
the League and in the spirit of the Cove- 
nant." The Negus's acceptance arrived on 
the 5th and that of Italy on the 7th. This 
greatly upset the British sanctioners, but 
other delegates intervened to seek a way 
out. The Spanish representative, Salvador 
de Madariaga, tried to act as an intermedi- 
ary; but after various discussions Eden 
proposed on April 7th that if hostilities 
were not suspended at once, the Eighteen 
should be summoned again to intensify 
sanctions (another "turn of the screw") . 

An unexpected move was made by the 
delegate for Ecuador, Gonzalo Zalumbide, 
who on that same day announced to the 
League Council that he had been instructed 
by his Government to declare that the con- 



tinuance of sanctions was a menace to 
world peace, and that other means must be 
found to secure it. This was the first open 
challenge, presented by a small South 
American state, which thus gave a lesson 
to all other countries and an answer to 
Eden's bullying the first sign that the 
sanctionist front was beginning to crack. 

Eden now tried another tack; he accused 
Italy of having used poison gas in the 
Ethiopian campaign. Thereupon, it was 
decided, at Madariaga's suggestion, that a 
committee of three jurists be appointed to 
prepare a report on all the violations of the 
accepted laws of war by both belligerents 
that would be submitted to the Thirteen, 
who would study the procedure for a future 
inquiry. Italy had, in fact, often called 
the attention of the League to many such 
violations attributed to the Ethiopians. The 
League Secretary-General then asked the 
International Red Cross to supply him with 
all the information in its possession on that 
subject, but his request was rejected. Aloisi 
announced that Italy had used gas only in 
very few cases, that it had done so chiefly 
to block certain roads and to prevent their 
use by the enemy, and that in any case 
this had only been done several months 
after his Government had submitted a de- 
tailed report on the atrocities committed by 
the Ethiopians (the use of explosive and 
expanding bullets, etc.) a report of which 
not the slightest notice had been taken. 

Some officials of the League Secretariat 
in conversation with the Italians now re- 
verted to the old proposal that Italy be 
granted in Ethiopia a position similar to 
that of Great Britain in Egypt which, 
incidentally, was quite illegitimate from the 
point of view of international law. In any 
case, it was rather late in the day for such 
a suggestion. 

On May 2nd, after an uninterrupted 
series of Italian victories, a solution was 
hastened by the sudden flight of the Negus 
for Palestine. He announced his intention 
of proceeding thence to London at the in- 
vitation of various British associations. 
Even then, it seems that he actually wished 
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to come to terms with Italy, which would 
certainly have treated him very generously 
as a gallant defeated enemy; but the British 
authorities had spirited him away to keep 
him in cold storage for future use. There 
was nothing that was less desirable from 
a British-Eden point of view than an 
agreement between Fascist Italy and Haile 
Selassie. 

The Italian forces, after overcoming the 
last enemy resistance, reached Addis Ababa 
on May 5th. The news came as an as- 
tounding surprise to many millions of news- 
paper readers in Great Britain, who had 
been repeatedly assured for many months 
by correspondents telegraphing from Ethi- 
opia (or from Khartoum or Cairo or Bagh- 
dad or Antofagasta) that the Italians were 
being held up, that they were dying from 
disease like flies, that they were being de- 
feated, and that they were in headlong 
flight. . . . 

On May 9th Mussolini announced the 
annexation of Ethiopia to Italy with King 
Victor Emmanuel III as Emperor. A new 
series of debates now started at Geneva, 
where Eden still rejected any idea of lifting 
sanctions. But in Great Britain an ever- 
increasing number of political leaders de- 
clared themselves opposed to their mainte- 
nance. Baldwin, who always sensed which 
way the political wind was blowing, ad- 
mitted the failure of collective security, 
attributing it to the absence from the 
League of the United States, Germany, and 
Japan. 

On May 28th even Eden was beginning 
to change his views. He admitted that Mus- 
solini's conciliatory attitude had influenced 
the dissension already manifest in Italo- 
British relations. His own Government, he 
now said, wished to eliminate the crisis 
between Italy and the League. But the 
question now was whether the League 
could find a way out that would permit a 
formal if not an honorable liquidation of 
the past without compromising its exist- 
ence. Eden ended by confessing rather 
late in the day that the sanctions experi- 
ment had failed signally, and that Italian 



collaboration was more than ever necessary 
for the system of collective security in 
Europe. 

In London Vansittart told Grandi that 
sanctions must be lifted, that the League 
had proved entirely wrong about Italy, that 
its face must be saved and that of Great 
Britain, too. Sanctions had failed, he finally 
admitted, because no power except Great 
Britain was really keen for them. 

Count Galeazzo Ciano, Mussolini's son- 
in-law, who had been Undersecretary for 
Propaganda since 1934 and Minister in 
that same Department since 1935, was ap- 
pointed Minister of Foreign Affairs imme- 
diately after the end of the war, on June 
9, 1936, a post held until then by Musso- 
lini himself. The choice was variously 
appraised, for although he was a man of 
undoubted abilities and a diplomat of ex- 
perience, Ciano was regarded as too young 
for so responsible a position, and he had 
made himself unpopular in many quarters 
because of certain defects of character. 

While the lifting of sanctions was now 
admitted to be imminent, another difficulty 
arose over the international recognition of 
the Italian Empire in Ethiopia. On June 
16th Drummond assured Ciano that while 
the sanctions question was practically 
settled, recognition could not yet be ad- 
mitted, and the same opposition arose on 
the part of some other countries. 

The League Council met on June 28th 
and the Assembly on the 30th. The gather- 
ing was now attended by the Negus, where 
his presence gave rise to much excitement. 
After some wrangling and bitter disputes, 
on July 15th a resolution was voted for lift- 
ing sanctions, but the Ethiopian proposal 
that no annexation obtained by force should 
be recognized was not even put to the vote. 
The Ethiopian request for a loan of 
10,000,000 was rejected by 23 votes and 
23 abstentions, with only one vote in favor 
of it that of the Ethiopian delegate. 

The application to Ethiopia of the same 
trickery as had been applied to Italy in 
October, 1935, provided the measure of the 
meanness and immorality of League meth- 
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ods. The President (the Belgian Paul van 
Zeeland) interpreted the Assembly's silence 
as consent to his thesis that the first Ethio- 
pian resolution should not be put to the 
vote, just as President BeneS had inter- 
preted in a sense hostile to Italy the silence 
of the Assembly the previous year. 

Thus ended one of the most deplorable 
episodes in politico-diplomatic history: the 
unsuccessful attempt to starve a civilized 
nation of 40,000,000 people into sur- 
render. . . , 

Some English critics are inclined to 
throw all the blame for English disasters 
since 1939 on the shoulders of Winston 



Churchill. The English monthly magazine, 
The European, observed in an editorial in 
the issue of May, 1955, that Churchill 
"found a great Empire and left a small de- 
pendency." This is true, but Eden was 
more responsible than Churchill. But for 
Eden's blocking of peace moves before 
1939, it is likely that there would have been 
no war in 1939 and Churchill could never 
have become Prime Minister to bring about 
the liquidation of the British Empire in 
large part. In short, Edenism from 1934 to 
1938 was responsible for Churchill and the 
disastrous impact of the latter's policies on 
Britain, Europe and the world. 
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Among the sobering consequences of the peace conference at 
Versailles not the least was the deteriorating power position of France 
and her growing political isolation. The series of alliances with the 
secondary powers of Eastern Europe did not take the place of the former 
warm relationship with Great Britain and Russia. Relations with Italy, 
deeply dissatisfied with the Treaty and pursuing a Balkan and Mediter- 
ranean policy contrary to the interests of France, were strained. The 
rise of Nazi Germany, however, made imperative a reappraisal of French 
policy. Arnold Wolfers, Sterling Professor of International Relations at 
Yale University, was, before coming to the United States in 1933, director 
of the Hochschule fuer Politik in Berlin. In the following excerpt he 
makes an objective appraisal of the French position. 




HE relations of France with Italy after 
1919 were not dissimilar to those 
with the Soviet Union. This other Great 
Power on the Continent, another wartime 
ally of France, was also allowed to remain 
outside of the French security system until 
the days of German rearmament. Here 
again appears a contradiction between the 
French obsession with guarantees of secu- 
rity and her apparent indifference or in- 
eptitude in the matter of securing closer 
bonds with Italy. The latter was a co- 
member of the League and, therefore, com- 
mitted under Artide 16 to participate in 
League sanctions; but her influence at 
Geneva and her interest in the League were 
not great at any time. She was a guarantor 
of the Franco-German boundary through 
the Treaty of Locarno; but nothing speaks 
more clearly of the difference with which 
she and Great Britain were regarded in 
Paris than the almost complete lack of any 
mention of Italy in the many debates on 
Locarno which took place in the French 
Chamber. Relations between France and 
Italy, which had been strained ever since 



Italy had left the Versailles Conference 
dissatisfied and resentful, remained tense 
all through the pre-Hitlerian era. 

There were many reasons, some similar 
to those existing in the Russian case, why 
France should have been reserved and cau- 
tious in her dealings with Italy and should 
have held back from any serious effort to 
make her an ally. For once, however, Great 
Britain was not the stumbling-block. 
Friendship between the two countries 
would have been to her interest, if only 
because it would have removed one of the 
most serious obstacles to an agreement on 
disarmament among all of the naval pow- 
ers. An alliance might have been a differ- 
ent matter, to be regarded with some sus- 
picion by the British, but the likelihood 
of that was very remote. 

As in the Soviet case, differences of 
ideology and regime had some influence 
in keeping the two countries apart, only 
here the roles of the Left and the Right 
were reversed. The Rightists frequently 
accused their opponents on the Left of 
allowing anti-Fascist feelings to poison the 
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atmosphere between the two countries and 
to stand in the way of friendly settlements. 

Another factor which we have encoun- 
tered in the Russian case played an even 
more significant part here: the opposition 
of the Little Entente to any close ties be- 
tween France and Italy. This was not sim- 
ply a question of rivalry between two 
groups of potential allies of France. Italy's 
ambitions ran directly counter to the vital 
interests of the Little Entente states. What 
Yugoslavia sought from France was pro- 
tection against Italy, not against Germany. 
Italian support of Hungarian revisionism, 
as well as of the Bulgarians and Macedo- 
nians, her desire to make the Adriatic an 
Italian sea, the sympathies which she 
showed at times for a Hapsburg restora- 
tion, and her penetration into Albania were 
all threats to one or another of the Little 
Entente powers. 

But the decisive obstacle to co-operation 
between France and Italy lay in the fact 
that Italy, unlike Poland or the Little En- 
tente, was a dissatisfied country and could 
not be attracted to France by mere guaran- 
tees of the established order. She was out 
for change, not for the enforcement of the 
status quo, and many of the changes which 
she desired could be effected only by far- 
reaching French concessions. This placed 
France in a most serious quandary. It may 
have taken her a long time to realize the 
seriousness of the situation, since the 
French tended to under-estimate the poten- 
tial military and political value of Italy. 
But she could not have ignored the menace 
that might some day arise if a power of the 
size and energy of Italy were allowed to 
remain unfriendly and hostile. There could 
be no question of pushing Italy out of 
Europe as had been attempted with the 
Soviet Union. By her geographical posi- 
tion and her interests she belonged in the 
very heart of European affairs. The danger 
of an alignment with Germany may have 
seemed less than in the case of the Soviet 
Union, since Austria seemed to be an ideal 
apple of discord. This possibility existed, 
nevertheless, and it compelled France to 



choose between making sacrifices to Italy 
or to risk losing her to the German camp. 

A country as eager as France for new 
guarantees of security would certainly have 
lined up with Italy if only the price had 
not appeared too great. But more was in- 
volved for France than this or that conces- 
sion, this or that naval agreement, this or 
that cession of colonial rights or territory. 
The whole conception of the preservation 
of the status quo could not be harmonized 
with Italian or Fascist "dynamism" driving 
for greater power, broader political influ- 
ence, and larger colonial possessions. Italy's 
policy may be called imperialist or laid to 
the need of a newcomer seeking to make 
up for the advantages already possessed by 
longer-established empires; she certainly 
never made any secret of the fundamental 
objective of her foreign policy. It was the 
same substantially before, during, and after 
the World War. This did not mean that 
Italy was necessarily bent on gaining ad- 
vantages only at the expense of France; 
but the increase of power which Italy de- 
sired was bound to have unfavorable con- 
sequences for France and her allies how- 
ever it was achieved. It would affect 
France's influence on the Danube and in 
the Balkans, her naval superiority over 
Italy, her traditional role in die Near East, 
and, finally, the security, if not the size 
and extent, of her African possessions. It 
was certain to weaken some of the allies of 
France. Finally, it involved the risk that 
precedents would be established which 
would constitute a threat to the whole 
program of enforcement of the existing 
post-war order and territorial status quo. 
Because Italy's aims were "revisionist" they 
were hostile to the French system of 
security. 

If any French statesmen doubted the 
seriousness of Mussolini's revisionist policy 
on the ground that Italy had also profited 
by the post-war peace treaties and obviously 
would not allow any changes prejudicial to 
herself, they were woefully mistaken as to 
the workings of a revisionist policy. No 
revisionist country favors the change of all 



60 



ARNOLD WOLFERS 



existing boundaries or settlements. It 
merely insists that some particular changes 
which it desires and considers justified shall 
be given precedence over any comprehen- 
sive guarantee of the established order. 
Once these particular changes have taken 
place, the former revisionist country may 
well join the status quo group and, having 
become saturated, desire to see the new 
order enforced. Mussolini, indeed, if we 
may believe his own statements, was con- 
sidering this possibility after the conquest 
of Ethiopia. 

Since France was never willing to sacri- 
fice her status quo principles or to make any 
sweeping concessions to Italy for the sake 
of her friendship and support, the cordiality 
of the relations between the two countries 
came to depend on whether Italy would 
consider waiving or postponing her claims 
in order to assure herself of French back- 
ing. Such support would be important to 
Italy only if she anticipated the need of 
assistance against Germany, a need likely 
to arise only in connection with the prob- 
lem of Austro-German Anschluss. 

French policy toward Italy began to 
change at the same time as that toward the 
Soviet Union. The coincidence was no 
accident. In face of the rise of Germany's 
power the French Government looked for 
new allies. After preliminary attempts to 
improve relations with Italy and the Soviet 
Union had been made in 1933, Barthou, 
in 1934, set out to forge a new and more 
powerful ring of continental alliances 
around Germany with which to supple- 
ment the now insufficient "small ring" in 
Central Europe and to balance the effects 
of Germany's impending rearmament. 
Why she found the Soviets in a responsive 
mood, we have explained. Italy had even 
more urgent and pressing reasons to fall 
in with the French plans. The union of 
Austria and Germany, which Italy had so 
consistently and vigorously opposed as a 
threat to her vital interests, seemed to be 
the first item on Hitler's revisionist pro- 
gram. By July, 1934, with the murder of 
Dollfuss, a crisis was reached and Italy, it 



is said, set out to prevent the Anschluss by 
the threat of armed intervention. Here was 
an opportunity, if ever there was one, for 
France to draw Italy into her camp. 

Laval and Mussolini signed a series of 
agreements on January 7, 1935 the so- 
called Rome agreements. The French re- 
joiced in the belief that the alignment of 
the two countries had been accomplished. 
In fact, according to Flandin, the French 
and Italians, a few months later at the 
Stresa Conference, exchanged definite 
promises of military assistance, with an 
Italian promise to defend the demilitarized 
zone in the Rhineland and a French prom- 
ise to defend Austria's independence. The 
short-lived "Stresa front" represented the 
height of Italian co-operation with the 
Western democracies and was supposed to 
inaugurate complete understanding among 
the three powers both in regard to general 
policy and future dealings with National 
Socialist Germany. French Rightist states- 
men, who for years had been extremely 
critical of French foreign policy, hailed the 
Stresa front as the "safety of Europe" and 
as "the only true clarity" since Versailles. 
This enthusiasm and confidence in the 
newly acquired security shows the signifi- 
cance attached to Italian support, particu- 
larly at a time when the French had every 
reason to be pessimistic, the Stresa Confer- 
ence having been called for the purpose of 
dealing with Hitler's proclamation of un- 
restricted rearmament. 

If the published versions of the Rome 
agreements contained the whole text, 
France would appear to have been able to 
satisfy Italy with a minimum of conces- 
sions, no more indeed than a modest ful- 
fillment of her part of the promises made to 
Italy in 1915 and 1917. The Rome agree- 
ments therefore represented no break with 
France's traditional policies, since the trans- 
fer of a stretch of desert land could hardly 
be interpreted as a precedent for any 
extensive territorial revision. But Italy's 
claims for empire and for a position of 
greater power were left unsatisfied. For 
reason it has been contended that 



France and Italy 



61 



Laval must have promised Mussolini more 
than the published agreements contained, 
namely, a free hand in Ethiopia. Whether 
or not this was the case may never be 
known. If he did, subsequent events 
proved that France could not break with 
the past and permit a country to wage a 
"war of aggression" against another mem- 
ber of the League. If he did not, he was in 
error in believing that Mussolini could be 
induced to sacrifice his "dynamic" policy 
for certain minor concessions and for 
French support in maintaining the inde- 
pendence of Austria. 

While it is of comparatively litde impor- 
tance from the point of view of this discus- 
sion whether Laval was guilty of either of 
these errors of judgment, it is worth men- 
tioning the fact that there are several argu- 
ments in support of the assertion that Laval 
did not give Mussolini a free hand for war 
on Ethiopia. Laval himself mentioned two. 
In the first place, France was far too much 
interested in saving the League from the 
cataclysm which would follow if Italy were 
allowed to proceed with a war of conquest. 
Besides, she was even more interested in 
preventing Italy from dispatching large 
armies to Africa when the two countries 
were just deciding to act jointly in barring 
German moves in the West and South of 
Europe. "I would have been imprudent 
or to blame," Laval said, "if I had facili- 
tated or perhaps provoked who knows what 
sort of military enterprise in Ethiopia, 
precisely because this would have deprived 
us of the presence and the aid of Italy in 
Europe." There is another argument which 
Laval did not mention. From the habitual 
attitude which the French took toward 
Italy it seems very likely that they under- 
estimated the degree to which Mussolini 
was committed to a policy of aggrandize- 
ment and expansion. It was perhaps too 
much to expect anyone to foresee that Italy 
would forfeit her vital defensive or "static" 
interests on the Brenner for the sake of 
African conquest. Mussolini did not make 
it plain until after Stresa that Italy had no 
intention of keeping her face turned to the 



Brenner. Laval therefore acted in harmony 
with current French conceptions if, as he 
claimed, "by a formula of economic hands- 
off" he offered to Italy only "the right to 
request concessions in Ethiopia while re- 
specting our own acquired rights." 

If France was not willing to do more 
to satisfy Italy, Germany's promises would 
seem to have gone farther. It seems para- 
doxical that a "have" country with rich 
possessions should have been more limited 
in the concessions it could offer, and there- 
fore find itself in a weaker bargaining posi- 
tion than a "have-not" country. But while 
France, due to the principles on which her 
policy rested, could not go beyond the 
promise of military assistance for the de- 
fense of the status quo on the Brenner and 
of certain small concessions, and was not 
able to fulfill any of Italy's expansionist 
wishes, Germany needed to have no hesita- 
tion in promising Italy compensation for 
the loss of Austrian independence at the 
expense of other countries. Italy seems to 
have believed that German political and 
military assistance would serve not merely 
defensive purposes but effectively aid her 
dreams of empire and expansion. Musso- 
lini in any case chose to risk Italy's posi- 
tion on the Brenner rather than abandon 
his colonial plans. Possibly he believed 
that Laval had given his consent, and may 
have acted under the false impression that 
Italy would be strong enough to defend 
Austria even though she engaged herself 
in Ethiopia and antagonized France. Or 
he may have decided, on the contrary, that 
Germany would have her way in Austria 
anyway, regardless of the steps Paris and 
Rome might take and may therefore have 
seen no reason to sacrifice his other plans 
for a hopeless watch on the Brenner. 

At the close of the Ethiopian campaign, 
it looked for a moment as if Mussolini was 
ready to listen to French proposals for a 
resumption of the Stresa policy. Since he 
had realized his desires for imperial con- 
quest, it would no longer have been in- 
consistent if for a period of time he had 
consented to regard Italy as a "saturated" 
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country, and concentrated on blocking the 
Ansckhiss which he continued to dread. 
If there was such a moment, France let it 
slip. The Front yopulaire government then 
in power did not seek any rapprochemetit 
with Italy, and could not, Delbos argued, 
independently recognize the conquest of 
Ethiopia, "without being remiss to its obli- 
gations toward the League of Nations," 
The clamors of the Rightists that France 
return to Stresa remained unheard. . . . 



Once the opportunity for rapprochement 
had gone by, if indeed it ever existed, the 
factors drawing Italy away from France 
(fear of Germany, the growing conviction 
that Germany could not be restrained in 
Austria anyway, the "ideological" conflict 
with France in Spain, the rising tide of 
Italy's colonial appetite, now turning 
against French rights and possessions) be- 
came stronger and induced Mussolini to 
side with Germany. 
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The Ethiopian Crisis occurred at a time when France, deeply uneasy 
about developments across the Rhine, was attempting to reconstruct a 
cordon sanitaire against Germany by reapproaching both Russia and 
Italy. The inner-political problems between Left and Right which were 
accentuated by this two-pronged advance were cleverly manipulated 
by Pierre Laval, the man primarily responsible for French policy in 1935. 
There was a general aura of shiftiness about Laval, and his reputation, 
abetted by his collaboration with the Germans during the Second World 
War, is blacker even than that of Mussolini. France was, however, faced 
with an extraordinary situation in which Laval's peasant cunning could 
perhaps be accounted the better part of valor. D. W. Brogan, Cam- 
bridge don and author of numerous fine studies of France and of the 
United States, views the French scene dispassionately but with an 
insider's practiced eye. 



trc before 1935, when the Saar plebi- 
scite fell due, few people in France 
still retained any illusions about the out- 
come. But for the Hundred Days, the pro- 
visions of the first Treaty of Paris in 1814 
might have stood and the Saar have been 
made French in spirit. Over a century of 
German rule had made the territory as 
German as Franconia or Brandenburg, and 
before the rise of Hitler the outcome of 
the plebiscite was never thought to be in 
doubt. The Saarlanders would, of course, 
be making economic sacrifices by leaving 
the French customs union which permitted 
the entry of their products, from coal to 
the excellent Walsheim beer, without any 
tariff duties. But what were such losses 
compared with the gain of return to the 
Fatherland? 

The Nazi Revolution seemed to alter 
things. For one thing, it was notorious that 
Germany was breaking the disarmament 
clauses of the Treaty of Versailles. Should 
she be allowed to benefit by the territorial 



clauses? The Prussian precedent of Bis- 
marck's refusal to carry out the Schleswig 
plebiscite might be turned against his heirs. 
Nobody in France seriously proposed to 
take so bold a course, but there was surely 
a possibility that a region so full of Social- 
ists, Catholics and Communists would re- 
fuse to vote to put itself under its class and 
creed enemies? If the plebiscite was safe- 
guarded, it was conceivable that the Saar- 
landers would vote for the status quo, on 
the understanding that, when Hitler fell, 
they would be allowed to join a liberated 
Germany. The security of the plebiscite 
was, in fact, safeguarded by an inter- 
national force mainly British, which was 
impartial, with French observers thought 
a kindly tolerance of the Nazi leaders 
which might mislead timid Saarlanders. 
The efforts of the Socialists, the Commu- 
nists and a few Catholics to secure votes 
for the status quo were not looked on very 
sympathetically by many Frenchmen; they 
were not taken much more seriously than 
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were the efforts of a handful of Frenchmen 
to secure votes for France. If it was true, 
as the hopeful believed, that Hitler was 
sincere in his promises of peace and amity 
after the Saar question was settled, it was 
to the advantage of France that it should 
be settled and settled quickly. 

The result was decisive enough. Less 
than 10 per cent voted for the status quo, 
less than 1 per cent for annexation to 
France. In a predominantly proletarian 
region, an overwhelming majority had 
voted for the nation, not for the class. 
When all allowances had been made for 
the influence of the Bishop of Trier on the 
Catholics and for intimidation by the 
Nazis, the result was, or should have been, 
of the greatest significance for the leaders 
of Left parties in France who were still 
doped with illusions about the artificiality 
and transitoriness of national divisions. 
Whatever might be the case in France, it 
was not true in other countries that more 
than a handful of the workers were free of 
the national superstition and conscious 
only, or mainly, of their common interests 
as proletarians. And if this was true, the 
degree to which France had many truly 
class-conscious proletarians was of the ut- 
most importance. 

The question involved was of some ur- 
gency for, in France, the effect of the ab- 
normally low birth rate of the war years 
was now being felt. In face of a rearming 
Germany what was to be done? Raising 
the period of army service from one to two 
years was the Government's solution, a 
solution opposed with the greatest bitter- 
ness by M. Blum and the Socialists. The 
alleged need for a stronger army, he argued, 
was the invention of the generals who 
wanted an aggressive army. The true pol- 
icy was to agree with the other powers on 
disarmament and to force the programme 
of disarmament on Germany. It was an 
argument directly in line with the Jaures 
tradition and it was likely to be electorally 
profitable (which was not quite out of line 
with the Jaures tradition either). For a 
brief moment the Socialist protest was sup- 



ported by the Communists. But the Com- 
munists had a master who was alive, not 
in the Pantheon; and on orders from Mos- 
cow they withdrew their opposition to a 
measure which strengthened the military 
power of a State which, however bourgeois, 
was about to become an ally of Russia. 

Before the Communists had been given 
their orders, Herr Hitler had taken the 
occasion to announce openly that he was 
disregarding the arms limitations of Ver- 
sailles. That Germany was rearming was 
no secret. An agreement for mutual air 
assistance between France and Britain, 
though not directed against Germany, was 
not unconnected with the success with 
which the Nazi Government was restoring 
the military might of the Reich. The offi- 
cial revelation that Germany had, in fact, 
created an illegal air force was no news in 
March 1935, and the further announce- 
ment that she was establishing an army 
whose peace strength was about twice that 
of the French home strength was alarming, 
but not unexpected. These unilateral de- 
nunciations of treaty obligations were, as 
the British Government solemnly pointed 
out, likely to destroy the chances of a "com- 
prehensive agreement." But the German 
Government was wisely not taking British 
verbal denunciations at more than their 
paper value. 

The rapid rise of an armed Germany was 
of interest to more countries than France 
and Britain. In July 1934, after the blood 
purge of his party, Herr Hitler's Austrian 
agents attempted a coup d'etat which, al- 
though successful in removing the obstacle 
of Chancellor Dollfuss, was otherwise a 
failure and a failure largely because of the 
firm resolution of the Duce to oppose, by 
arms if necessary, so great a menace to 
Italian security as the establishment of a 
militant Germany on Italy's northern fron- 
tier. The threat to Austria (despite lavish 
promises and professions of good intentions 
from Herr Hider) was driving Italy over 
to the side of the status quo powers. The 
new director of French foreign policy, 
M. Pierre Laval, was resolved to keep her 
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there. With Italian support, France could 
hope to impress on Germany the fact that 
a new general war and a new defeat would 
follow a German attempt to undo the terri- 
torial settlement of Versailles, If the rulers 
of Germany were convinced that this was 
so, there would be no war. 

The first steps to winning over Italy had 
been taken in January when M. Laval had 
visited Rome. There he believed that he 
had bought Italian support, or friendly 
neutrality, by some territorial cessions of 
not very valuable desert soil, by the transfer 
of some shares in the Addis-Ababa railway, 
and by extending until 1965 the right of 
the Italians of Tunis to have their children 
regarded as Italian, not as French subjects. 
It was a good bargain for France, if Italy 
had indeed been won. But the price was 
in fact a good deal higher: and the form 
the price would take was already evident. 

In 1934 there had been a frontier fight 
between Italian and Abyssinian troops at 
a spot in the debatable land which was 
probably inside the Abyssinian frontier. 
The rights and wrongs of the case had been 
disputed, and Abyssinia which, under Ital- 
ian patronage, had been admitted to the 
League of Nations, appealed to Geneva. 
Various forms of procedure were tried, but 
the Abyssinians paid less attention to Ital- 
ian words than to Italian deeds; they noted 
the increase in Italian military strength on 
their borders and assumed, rightly, that 
Italy meant war. 

War between two League members was 
an outrage on all the painfully accumu- 
lated post-war hopeful optimism. The 
French official reaction was to regret that 
a semi-barbarous state was a member of the 
League, but even if she were, China had 
been a member too, and much good had 
that done her when her fellow-member, 
Japan, attacked her. The League was not 
really fit to keep peace all over the world, 
but it could keep peace where it was most 
menaced in Europe. Even if it came to 
war in Abyssinia, what was at issue? The 
Abyssinian Empire's independence was 
almost as much a fiction as the independ- 



ence of Morocco or Egypt. Alternatively it 
xvas by no means certain that its independ- 
ence was menaced, for the Italians had 
once before found that it was easier to plan 
the conquest of Abyssinia than to achieve 
it. The Left, which of all sections in 
France had the greatest dislike of Musso- 
lini, had also the greatest contempt for the 
military prowess of the Duce's armies, and 
it was content to leave the punishment of 
his temerity to the people immediately con- 
cerned the Abyssinians. M. Laval, at any 
rate, was very reluctant to lose the fruits 
of his diplomacy, the separation of Italy 
and Germany, for such trivial reasons. He 
asked no awkward questions and it was un- 
necessary to tell him any lies; to deny, for 
instance, that war was decided on. 

When the British and French Ministers 
met Signor Mussolini at Stresa, this tact- 
ful silence was not broken. The conference 
was agreed on the necessity of maintaining 
the integrity of Austria (which meant, if 
it meant anything, military action by Italy 
and France) and collective security was to 
be studied in order to "maintain peace in 
Europe/* There was no mention of peace 
in Africa; the alarm of the French at the 
reported views of the British Chancellor of 
the Exchequer was quieted. All was very 
satisfactory on paper; preparations were 
made for a mutual withdrawal of troops 
from the Franco-Italian border, and M. 
Laval could regard himself as another 
Camille Barrere. Italy had been won over. 
Nor was that all, for on May 2nd the 
Franco-Soviet pact was signed, and its form 
having been adjusted to the League system, 
London had approved. Germany, the 
treaty-breaker, the menace to the peace of 
Europe, was indeed encircled. She would 
not now be subjected to the temptation to 
use her new armaments to which the 
chance of a limited war would have ex- 
posed her. As Germany was not to be 
coaxed and cajoled into good behaviour, 
she must be politely but firmly intimidated. 

The apparently sudden interest of the 
British Government in the Abyssinian 
question was a shock to M. Laval. He 
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believed that to risk the loss of so impor- 
tant a stabilizing force in Europe as Italy, 
merely because of formal obligations to 
Abyssinia, was absurd. Britain had been 
right when she opposed the entry of Abys- 
sinia into the League, and right when, in 
1925, she negotiated with Italy over spheres 
of influence in Abyssinia in a fashion that 
showed little respect for the formal sover- 
eignty of the Negus. The sudden British 
regard for legality, for the sacredness of 
frontiers, for the sanctity of treaties (which 
France would have welcomed a few years 
before) was now suspect. Had it not been 
imposed on the British Government by the 
informal plebiscite of the "peace ballot/* 
by those sentimental "clergymen" who, in 
the eyes of so many Frenchmen, were a 
danger to the peace of Europe, with their 
muddled and almost always ill-timed 
moralization of fundamentally non-ethical 
problems? M. Laval, too, was peculiarly 
ill-fitted to understand the British feeling 
for the small nation attacked by the great, 
since he, unlike his predecessor M. Barthou, 
had no great opinion of the smaller allies 
of France. Europe was ruled by the great 
powers; that was a fact to be acted on and 
not a problem in moral philosophy to be 
debated over. 

These were the considerations that, it is 
assumed, were the basis of the policy of 
M. Laval. That these considerations were 
not only those of M. Laval was obviously 
true. To many, if not to all Frenchmen of 
the Right, the sacrifice of the new-won 
friendship of Italy on what they genuinely 
thought a frivolous or hypocritical pretext, 
was absurd. To the numerous Fascist sym- 
pathizers it was a crime. And to the French- 
men with a predisposition to admire Italian 
policy and to covet Italian support, were 
suddenly added many Frenchmen whose 
suspicion of the candour of British policy 
had been aroused by a series of minor pin- 
pricks. Again and again, since Hitler had 
come into power, the policy of the British 
Government had seemed to be one of ver- 
bal reproof followed by condonation. The 
Berlin visit of Sir John Simon after the 



announcement of German rearmament was 
not forgotten and it suddenly acquired a 
sinister appearance when it was announced 
that, without consulting the other signa- 
tories of the Stresa agreements, Britain had 
concluded a naval treaty with Germany, 
waiving the restrictions of Versailles and 
limiting, instead, German surface tonnage 
to 35 per cent of the British. France felt 
more than wounded; she felt betrayed. 
After all the ridicule of French preoccupa- 
tion with security, Britain had gone behind 
the back of her former ally and made what 
was, from her point of view, an excellent 
bargain, giving her a far greater margin of 
security than she had had in 1914. France 
remembered, too, that a deal with Britain 
as a preliminary to the annihilation of 
France was a part of the plan of campaign 
laid down in Mem Kampf. The last touch 
was added by the signing of the treaty on 
June 18th, the anniversary of Waterloo. 
Was this a new "Belle Alliance" at the 
expense of France"? 

All through the summer of 1935, France, 
profoundly alarmed and irritated, hoped 
that she would not have to choose between 
Britain and Italy, that some facersaving 
device would be found, but the speech on 
September llth of the new British Foreign 
Secretary, Sir Samuel Hoare, made it plain 
that France would have to choose, that is, 
if Britain were redly going to throw all 
her strength in support of the League. The 
British Minister's speech was, indeed, so 
definite, so positive a commitment of Brit- 
ain to the principle of collective security, 
that acute observers in France could hardly 
believe their ears. A Britain so devoted to 
the obligations of "full acceptance of 
League membership" was worth the price 
of the alienation of Italy. A few years be- 
fore a French writer on disarmament had 
pointed out to his countrymen the great 
merits, from a French point of view, or the 
obligations of the League system. "The 
provisions of the Covenant ought to be 
sacred to us Frenchmen: first of all we 
reject the theory of 'scraps of paper* and 
that means the Treaty of Versailles then 
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the Covenant makes a comprehensive effort 
to put an end to the present chaos of inter- 
national relations by a methodical organiza- 
tion which is both political and juridical. 
We are attached to peace and the author of 
the Discourse on Method is one of us." 
But there was little Cartesian rationalism 
displayed in the last months of 1935. 

The cleavage over the Abyssinian ques- 
tion ran through all sections of the country. 
Despite the outward enthusiasm of the Left 
for the League and for sanctions, there 
were many enemies of the internal policy 
of the Laval Government who privately 
wished him well in his attempt to avoid 
estranging either Britain or Italy. The des- 
patch of the British Home Fleet into the 
Mediterranean encouraged those French- 
men who were willing to incur risks if 
Britain were really serious. They told their 
countrymen that, when she really made up 
her mind, Britain was unshakable and un- 
beatable: had she not "had the hide of 
Napoleon"? On the other hand, if Britain 
meant business, and that meant war, the 
timid, the pacific, the prudent and the pro- 
Italian parties all found themselves united 
in a common hatred and fear of drastic 
action. Among the students, the appear- 
ance of Professor Jeze of the University of 
Paris, who had been the counsel for the 
Emperor of Abyssinia at Geneva, was the 
occasion of a series of riots which prevented 
one of the most eminent of French law 
teachers from lecturing. Among the French 
Catholics a violent dispute ranged: on one 
side the supporters of the Duce and on the 
other the critics of Italian political morality 
led by M. Paul Claudel, M. Frangois 
Mauriac and M. Jacques Maritain, a divi- 
sion that was to reappear a few months 
later in a more profound form over Spain. 

The fear of war was the chief argument, 
the chief emotion to be utilized by Signor 
Mussolini and his French partisans and 
employees to weaken the party in favour 
of the full League policy. The Italian 
regime was dictatorial; it could not afford 
to retreat, and its chief had better go down 
fighting in face of the great powers than be 



quietly squeezed out of existence by sanc- 
tions. Slow sanctions he could ignore for 
the time being, counting on speedy victory 
to deliver him from the mild boycott or- 
ganized from Geneva. Real sanctions, the 
imposition of impotence on his mechanized 
troops by holding up the oil supply, that, 
he gave to understand, meant war. Was 
France willing to fight a war of which the 
immediate burden would fall on her (she 
had a frontier bordering Italy as well as one 
bordering Germany) for such sentimental 
reasons as the British Government gave to 
cover their realist political jealousy of the 
appearance of a great power on the borders 
of Egypt? 

The newspaper that defended the Italian 
case and spread the Italian threats went to 
extremes of abuse that startled even old 
readers. Gringoire, the weekly organ run 
by M. de Carbuccia (a Corsican clansman- 
associate of M. Chiappe) was perhaps the 
most virulent of all the pro-Italian and 
anti-English journals, but it was a hot race 
and M. Beraud, the chief mud-slinger of 
Gringoire, only won by a short head. 

Mixed up with the question of foreign 
policy was a question of internal policy. 
The semi-Fascist parties in France were 
on the down-grade politically; the approach- 
ing elections would inevitably mean a tri- 
ump for the left, unless the Right could 
pin on its opponents the deadly charge of 
war-mongering. And the philosophical 
Fascists could not afford to see the regime 
in Italy collapse; its strength, efficiency, 
and vigour had been the pride of the 
Action FTan$aise for over a decade. In 
Italy, the revolution which M. Maurras 
had preached was practised. 

The great victory of the Baldwin Govern- 
ment in a general election in which the 
matter of dispute was which side would 
support the League and the Negus more 
vigorously, further forced M. Laval's hand, 
for his opponents, attacking him for many 
other reasons, could also attack him for his 
failure to collaborate more warmly with a 
Government so representative of British 
sentiment. Indeed, however reluctantly, 
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M. Laval was bound to follow a strong 
British lead, unless he could induce Britain 
to adopt his policy of a compromise that 
would give the Duce enough to justify a 
slight retreat on his part. M. Laval thought 
that such an arrangement was necessary 
unless Britain was ready to fight, and he 
asserted that Sir Samuel Hoare from the 
first had assured him that Britain would not 
push economic sanctions anywhere near 
the edge of war. 

M. Laval had his way. The world 
learned through the indiscretion or indis- 
cipline of Pertinax, who had consistently 
opposed the Laval policy of trying to run 
with the hare and hunt with the hounds, 
that the brave words of September were 
being swallowed, that by war and the 
threat of war, the Duce was getting a great 
deal of the territory of his fellow-member 
of the League and of the Annunziata. If 
the Duce had at once accepted the Hoare- 
Laval plan, the faces of the League and of 
France and Britain might have been saved. 
But he waited and British public opinion, 
less plastic than was necessary, killed the 
scheme. 



All now depended on the prophetic tal- 
ents of the military experts in France and 
Britain who calculated on a long and 
exhausting war in whose course the mild 
sanctions adopted would, perhaps, be deci- 
sive. As the experts were wrong, the defeat 
of the League and of the two chief powers 
in it, was made manifest to all the world 
in the first months of 1936. M. Laval's 
policy had failed. Italy had been neither 
conciliated nor intimidated. Britain had 
not been won over to collective security 
(the willingness of the Baldwin Govern- 
ment to accept the Hoare-Laval pact, like 
the failure to impose effective sanctions, 
showed that); and the British people, 
whose heart and pride had more been 
deeply involved than their Government's, 
were angered at what they thought was a 
betrayal by France. Even if M. Laval had 
not failed, elections were near at hand and 
it was time that the Radicals were back in 
power, so the Radical Ministers resigned 
from the Cabinet, which meant that it fell 
and M. Pierre Laval gave way to a Govern- 
ment headed by M. Albert Sarraut, whose 
business was to do nothing until the elec- 
tions in May. 
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of the catastrophic war, he sought to find a meaning to history by 
analyzing the course of events since 1914. The following selection is 
taken from his book, The Future in Perspective. 



Wra the Italo-Ethiopian War, dic- 
itorial aggression moved closer to 
Europe, testing her powers and finding 
them devoid of decision and direction. Only 
if seen as a part of this increasingly tense 
and desperate drama does the struggle be- 
tween the Lion of Judah and II Duce take 
on its full meaning. 

It was more than a case study of a small 
nation lost against a hig one. It became a 
test of political astuteness and moral fiber 
of the great powers themselves and they 
were found weak. Moreover, it was the 
League of Nations' second defeat which 
was the more decisive as Geneva had this 
time mobilized its machinery against the 
aggressor and had failed. 

To Mussolini, Ethiopia marked the noisy 
attempt at a renewal of the glory of the 
Roman Empire. He had been shrewdly 
biding his time. For ten years he had built 
up the Fascist chimera. In fact, he was 
soon so fully established that the forgetful 
world overlooked castor-oil methods, Mat- 
teoti, murder, and Lipari Prison Islands, 
They still remained of the very essence of 
fascism. It was not altered by Mussolini's 
"changing of the guards," putting for a 
while Farinacci and the other wild boys of 



the early hour on the reserve list. II Duce 
had given similar advice to Hitler in their 
first meeting at Venice, 1934, when the 
Fiihrer was only a junior partner in fascism 
and, therefore, still listening. The great 
powers were deceived by these maneuvers 
because they wanted to be. 

By 1933 the respectable democratic press 
of the Western nations had made II Duce 
a respectable statesman. By 1934 he was 
almost the arbiter of Europe, suggesting the 
substitution for the League of Nations of a 
four-power conference, a new concert of 
nations. The powers had been getting tired 
of the bothersome League and were quite 
agreeable to a new Metternich. 

Mussolini felt sure that he could capi- 
talize on the extreme unrest of the great 
powers, in view of the rising Third Reich. 
In January 1935 he signed with Great 
Britain and France the Stresa Agreement, 
which was meant to check Nazi aggres- 
sion. This did not hinder him in employ- 
ing this very menace of Hitler as a club 
for his own plans of aggrandizement. The 
utter confusion of the Western powers as to 
what to do when confronted with two cen- 
ters of disturbance led to Mussolini's initial 
successes. At the time it looked like adroit 
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Machiavellian strategy. In historical per- 
spective, it became Mussolini's greatest 
blunder. It was the beginning of the Rome- 
Berlin Axis, but by estranging himself from 
Italy's old allies and by entering the Nazi 
orbit Mussolini became the prisoner of 
Hitler. Whoever ate at the New Order's 
table had to die. 

Mussolini meant to be still more clever 
by preparing his '^break-through" with the 
Franco-Italian Treaty of January 7, 1935, 
which brought a reconciliation of the two 
traditional foes at Ethiopia's expense. 
Coming at a strategic moment, the interval 
between French hegemony and German 
military reassertion, this treaty illustrated 
the dilemma of France. She felt in bitter 
need of Italy's friendship in view of threat- 
ening Nazism. She was equally anxious to 
keep Britain's continuous alliance for the 
very same reason. The result was her diplo- 
matic tightrope of the mid-thirties. France 
was not alone in the unheroic dodging of 
the real issues. At times it looked as if all 
politics around Ethiopia was nothing but a 
futile attempt at saving the face of the 
"great statesmen," Mussolini, Baldwin, 
Hoare, and the two faces of Laval. 

Laval was in more than one way the 
typical figure of the crisis. His demonic 
role in France's darkest hour made people 
forget what a significant and fateful part 
he had already played in the preliminaries 
of the disaster. In fact, he personified the 
basic moral default of the era that hoped 
to back out of the inevitable conflict by 
bargaining. Laval was shrewd and practi- 
cal and unprincipled in his drive for power. 
He had won a doubtful reputation in 
French politics as a sly go-between, master 
of intrigues, and whisperer in the Cham- 
ber's corners. His parliamentarian career 
had led him quickly from the very left to 
the rightist reaction, and still made him 
play with sympathies of French radicalism. 
He was a suspicious character, no doubt; 
as a bon mot put it drastically: A man who 
spells his name from the right to the left 
the same way as from the left to the right 
cannot be trusted. Said Briand: "Alas, it 



is impossible to agree with everyone and 
Mr. Laval!" 

Still, there was direction in Laval's plans. 
Abandoned was the traditional French line 
of collective security and grand alliances 
broken by the shots at Marseilles (October 
1934) that killed Foreign Minister Barthou, 
whose successor Laval was. He in turn 
wanted to establish a Latin bloc against 
Germanic expansion, and he was ready to 
pay a price for it, especially if another 
power, and a small one at that, had to make 
the sacrifice. This was at the base of his 
deal with Mussolini which gave II Duce 
the green light for his aggression in Ethi- 
opia at least he thought so. 

Ethiopia was not a rich prize, yet it was 
all that was left of Africa, whose spoils had 
been distributed before Italy entered the 
race for colonies. Besides, this only inde- 
pendent native state was situated between 
the Italian possessions Somaliland and 
Eritrea, and would round out Italy's em- 
pire. There were even rumors that it pos- 
sessed unexplored mineral riches. 

Italy had once before made her try and 
had not forgotten that humiliating defeat 
almost forty years ago. Revenge has always 
proved a popular motive for conquest. To 
wipe out the "shame of Adowa" was a 
precious tom-tom for Mussolini's insatiable 
drive for prestige. His dream, unfulfilled, 
was to surpass the great empire builders: 
Rhodes and Lyautey, and the Roman em- 
perors Augustus and Trajan. Possession of 
colonies was still regarded the symbol of 
power. It was more thirst for status than 
hunger for bread that set Mussolini on his 
East African adventure, though he hastened 
to add that population pressure and dearth 
of raw materials forced the have-not nation 
into expansion. 

By 1935 Italy's economic plight was in- 
deed serious and more so than that of any 
other European nation, partly owing to 
Italy's inherent weaknesses, partly to the 
regime's own measures. Diversion from in- 
ternal difficulties to the glory of conquest, 
promising also welcome employment for 
millions of soldiers and war workers, be- 
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came the dictatorial fashion of settling the 
economic crisis. 

All these motives for Fascist aggression 
were covered up by the grandiose formula 
of Mussolini's mission to extend the "do- 
main of civilization at barbarians' expense/' 
He was to save the savage blackamoors 
with the help of machine guns and air- 
planes, to be sure the same people whose 
acceptance into the League had been spon- 
sored by Fascist Italy in 1923. 

A ready border incident at Walwal (De- 
cember 1934) gave Italy the proper excuse 
for the staging of a mere "colonial opera- 
tion. J> It was all too reminiscent of a Chi- 
nese incident. It also made the victim of 
aggression appeal to the League of Nations, 
and again action was suspended partly 
owing to Italian delaying techniques, partly 
to the slow-moving machinery of Geneva. 
After ten months of intensive troop con- 
centration under the eyes of the British at 
Suez, Italy invaded in full strength the 
Empire of the Negus. 

The campaign itself did not start off with 
the smashing victory that the Fascists had 
led the world to expect. While they natu- 
rally overcame the militarily inferior tribes- 
men wherever they encountered them, for 
months the bulk of the Ethiopian Army 
remained intact. And Western armchair 
strategists soon decreed that this colonial 
expedition would be swamped by the "rainy 
season," especially if the torrents should 
set in a little bit earlier than usual. From 
then on it was natural for democratic on- 
lookers to count vainly on nature's miracles 
when the powers' resistance was wanting 
to hold back the aggressor. As later on in 
Poland, nature proved to be equally un- 
reliable. The Italian Army, with a shift of 
the military command from Fascist General 
de Bono to Italy's renowned Marshal Ba- 
doglio, finally reached the strategic railway 
and broke the Ethiopian resistance in May 
1936 before the rains came. 

Haile Selassie, easily the most distin- 
guished figure in the tragedy and dignified 
even in defeat, became tne first royal exile 
in London, and many more were to follow. 



Historical justice willed it that he was also 
the first to return and one of the few to 
keep his throne through adversity. Thus 
closes the circle of Ethiopia's fall and rise, 
but her story was by no means self-con- 
tained, as Arnold Toynbee so rightly 
pointed out. It was a crucial chapter, if not 
the turning point, in international affairs of 
the interwar period. It was the great test 
case of the League and the great powers. 

To the surprise of Mussolini, Geneva 
promptly acted when Italian forces finally 
crossed the river Mareb and opened a full- 
fledged campaign against another League 
member (October 3 7 1935). While there 
was great enthusiasm among the small na- 
tions and Great Britain for economic sanc- 
tions, the great powers did not dare to apply 
oil sanctions, which alone would have been 
fatal to Fascist aggressions. 

The United States' "moral embargo" and 
her limitation of oil exports was a sham 
because it hit Ethiopia more than Italy. 
This was the beginning of a policy of 
"neutrality" which, in fact, was helping the 
aggressor and not the victim. 

The policies of the great powers during 
that time revealed two serious failures of 
the era: a complete misreading of the war's 
deeper causations, and a futile escape from 
world responsibilities. 

This was the time when the myth of the 
munition makers was flourishing. By no 
mere accident, Gerald P. Nye, die-hard iso- 
lationist, became the fierce chairman of a 
special Senate investigation committee that 
blamed all the trouble on the "merchants 
of death" and on the conspiracy of the in- 
ternational financiers. It sounded so pro- 
gressive, almost radical, and was in line 
with the stigma given to the bankers since 
the great depression. The effect of Nye's 
"findings" was reflected in the Gallup polls 
when 70 per cent of those questioned 
affirmed that "it was a mistake of the 
United States to have entered the World 
War." The house of Morgan and Sir Basil 
Zaharoff, the Greek munition trader, be- 
came the villains and great mystery men 
of world affairs. 
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The result was neutrality legislation that 
meant to prevent American involvement by 
abstaining from various acts which had 
allegedly drawn this nation into the last 
war. These were the rules laid down by 
the lawmakers in the crucial years o 1935 
37. No shipment of munitions to the bel- 
ligerents, no trade with them (save on the 
cash-and-carry basis), no loans for them, no 
export to them on American ships, no 
American travel permit for war zones. It all 
added up to a free pass for the aggressor, 
assurance of American nonintervention in 
behalf of the dictator's victims. 

The only alibi for this retreat from reality 
was the fact that the European nations, so 
much closer to the conflict, were no less 
blind to the aggressor's systematic advance. 
Such incredible misjudgment largely de- 
rived from the prevailing attitude of the 
time. Nobody wanted to be his brother's 
keeper, and the "solid citizen" everywhere 
had only one ambition: to keep out of 
trouble. That is why he acquiesced in the 
rise of fascism within and without. Thus 
the quiet and the meek and the confused 
helped prepare the road to war in these days 
of careless sleepwalking. 

This was also the time of sincere, though 
naive, pacifism that became against its own 
will the handmaiden of isolationism at 
home and dictatorial aggression abroad. 
The Peace-Pledge Union of Canon Dick 
Sheppard mustered seven thousand enthu- 
siasts in London's Albert Hall in June 1935, 
and soon found more than one hundred 
thousand signers. Students at Oxford and 
all over the Anglo-American world were 

Eromising themselves that they would not 
ght for "King, country, and economic im- 
perialism"; and all that while Mussolini 
prepared the attack before their own eyes. 
Incidentally, Laval also called himself a 
passionate pacifist. In the name of peace 
he was later on to sell out France to Nazi 
Germany. Rudolf Hess was a "pacifist," 
too; of course, provided that the world 
would be handed over to Hitler for safe- 
keeping. It all proved how mixed up had 
become the world's state of mind. 

Looking back, one sees that the blame 



for this confusion falls more on the leaders 
than on the people. In fact, the Italo- 
Ethiopian War marked a milestone in the 
evolution of public opinion, which often 
proved to be more sincere and more ad- 
vanced in realizing the issues, dangers, and 
necessary decisions than were the states- 
men. This was especially true in Great 
Britain and became evident in three test 
cases: the Peace Ballot, the parliamentary 
elections, and the Hoare-Laval agreement. 

The Peace Ballot of 1935, a private enter- 
prise arranged by the League of Nations 
Union and a triumph for its president, 
Lord Cecil, was impressive not only in its 
unique mobilization of 11.5 million votes 
(ie., 38 per cent of the total British vote!), 
but even more so in its unswerving con- 
fidence in the League (22:1), and the use 
of economic sanctions against aggressor na- 
tions (6:1). Even military sanctions were 
accepted by the majority though opposed 
by a significant minority (3:2). This pop- 
ular demonstration forced the reluctant 
government to reverse its League policy 
and to accept "collective security" as its 
platform. 

With such a popular slogan, the national 
government fought the elections of Novem- 
ber 1935 and won overwhelmingly. When 
it turned its back on its promises to regard 
the "League of Nations as the keystone of 
British foreign policy" and accepted the 
"Hoare-Laval peace plan" de facto turn- 
ing Ethiopia into an Italian protectorate 
a storm of popular indignation forced Bald- 
win again to capitulate. Sir Samuel Hoare 
made the scapegoat, had to make room 
for Anthony Eden, stanch defender of 
the League. It was the third victory of the 
people's pressure and a promise for the 
future. 

During this crisis public opinion had 
shown more common sense, healthy moral 
instincts, and strength of conviction than 
had the leaders. The people were growing 
up fast, yet they were still adolescent and 
in bitter need of guidance. More than ever 
did they need leaders not tired old men 
who had lost the beliefs of their youth, if 
they ever had any, but the virile and ex- 
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perienced, the courageous who made 
articulate the alternatives, clarified the con- 
sequences of a taken stand, and thus pre- 
sented a policy of the possible. This the 
democratic statesmen did not do. Unwill- 
ingly they followed the vague demands of 
their nation. They did not teach the people 
that there was a price to be paid for peace 
as well as for war, by force if necessary. If 
the people backed collective security, they 
had also to accept the risk of waging war 
against aggression. Instead they voted for 
sanctions and disarmament, in the same 
breath. 

The leaders themselves were afraid of 
taking risks. The admirals were afraid of 
a much-talked-of Italian air force, and the 
politicians were afraid of the spector of 
communism, suspected in the shadow of a 
Fascist defeat. And between these fears, 
Mussolini bluffed his way to easy victory. 
On May 9, 1936, the King of Italy was pro- 
claimed emperor of Abyssinia. On June 10 
Neville Chamberlain, breaking the British 
cabinet's long silence, called for the with- 
drawal of "the policy of sanctions . . . the 
very midsummer of madness." 

This was a declaration of the League's 
defeat. It brought the British government 
back to the position expressed on October 
8, 1935, by the leading Conservative, Mr. 
Amery (whose son, John, was to join the 
services of Mr. Goebbels as a Quisling 
broadcaster during the Second World 
War). Said he: "I am not prepared to send 
a single Birmingham boy to his death for 
the sake of Abyssinia." Yet it was not 
Abyssinia that was at stake, but the peace 
of the world, the lad from Birmingham 
included. Lord Cecil prophetically warned 
in a letter to the Times: "We cannot escape 
war by running away from it. There is no 
escape from blackmail by submission/' 
Still, the government succeeded in fright- 
ening the people with the horrors of war 
into a policy of peace at any price. There 
was no more direct way to toe wars of the 
dictators. 

While the Ethiopian War revealed the 
most serious symptoms of the world's moral 
malady, its repercussions became even more 



significant. "Italy against the world" had 
succeeded. The prestige of Mussolini was 
enhanced with his people, and the Western 
democracies suffered an irreparable blow. 

The real winner in the Italo-Ethiopian 
War was Nazi Germany. The mere fact 
that it did not participate in the League's 
sanctions meant not only good business for 
the Reich, but also bound Italy in vassalage 
to Hitler. He conquered the whole Danube 
basin, the proud domain of Fascist control, 
on the battlefields of Ethiopia. This fact 
was soon to become clear in the Austrian 
episode. 

The African campaign had an even more 
immediate effect on Germany's western 
frontiers. While Britain and France were 
fully taken up with Italy's attack, Hitler 
seized the strategic opportunity to remili- 
tarize the Rhineland (March 7, 1936). It 
was not Germany's first breach of the Ver- 
sailles Treaty. It had been preceded by 
Hitler's surprise move of general conscrip- 
tion (March 16, 1935). 

His next bold stroke was the end of 
Locarno, called off by Hitler under the 
flimsy pretext that the Franco-Russian 
Treaty (May 1935) had deprived Locarno 
of its "inner meaning." Alas, it had been 
lost with Hitler's rise to power. The march 
into the Rhineland broke the real defense 
line between two political eras. With the 
West Wall fortifications erected, French 
military aid for southeastern Europe was 
definitely blocked. It was the end of the 
sanitary cordon around Germany, and it 
was the strategic end of the Succession 
States, too. It was the beginning of Hitler's 
march down the Danube. 

This was all an extension of Mussolini's 
"colonial operation," yet before Hitler col- 
lected his spoils in central Europe, the 
world's attention was drawn to the periph- 
ery of the Continent. As if fate wanted to 
give the Fiihrer more time for careful plot- 
ting and preparation! Or was it, after Man- 
churia and Ethiopia, a third and final 
chance for the powers' awakening"? If the 
Spanish Civil War could not arouse them, 
only war in earnest could; for Spain was 
the great dress rehearsal. 
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Hitler started as the embarrassed suitor of Mussolini, but Mussolini 
ended as Hitler's cipher, and the Axis was motivated by Hitler. Thus 
writes Elizabeth Wiskemann, presently professor of international rela- 
tions at the University of Edinburgh, author of numerous books and 
frequent contributor on German, Central and Eastern European affairs 
to leading journals in Great Britain and the United States. The Ethiopian 
Crisis served as the crucial lever in this reversal of roles. The anti- 
German alignment, symbolized by the Stresa meeting of French, British, 
and Italians in April 1935 to protest the German repudiation of the 
armament clauses of the Treaty of Versailles, shifted by October of the 
following year to the formal establishment of the Rome-Berlin Axis. The 
question posed by Miss Wiskemann is whether this alliance came about 
as the result of clever machinations by the German dictator or was due 
to a tragic lack of coordination between the democracies, Britain and 
France. 



DIPLOMATS who worked for many 
years with Mussolini believe that 
he always yearned after an alliance with 
France, about which, in his completely dif- 
ferent way, he had some of Rider's feel- 
ings about Britain. After the murder of 
Dollfuss, while he obviously enjoyed the 
prestige he was winning as the protector 
of Europe and the champion of civilized 
values, he several times threw out the hint 
that Italy could not always be the only 
Power to mobilize against Hitler. The 25 
July 1934 had in fact brought about a 
small-scale raffrochment between Italy 
and the Western Powers in Vienna, where 
the three Charges d'Aff aires (in the absence 
of their Ministers, who were away on 
holiday) spent the days and nights from 
25 July to 28 July together. The Little 
Entente representatives, incidentally, did 
much the same, watching the three Charges 
of the Great Powers nervously. 



In Fascist eyes Czechoslovakia, Yugo- 
slavia, and Rumania were nothing but die 
lackeys of France. The relations between 
Fascist Italy and die Powers joined in the 
Litde Entente were also conditioned in a 
general way by Mussolini's revisionism and 
encouragement to Hungary, and more spe- 
cifically by the anger which his support of 
Croat separatism engendered at Belgrade. 
The leading UstaSa or Croat terrorist, Ante 
Pavelic, who also had connexions with the 
I.M.R.O., the Macedonian terrorist organi- 
zation, had left Yugoslavia in 1929 and 
spent the intervening five years in Italy 
and Hungary, and occasionally in Austria 
and Germany* The Croats were tradition- 
ally the most kaisertreu of the former Aus- 
trian Slavs, and their quarrel with the Serbs 
fortified the fierce Serb hatred of the Habs- 
burg dynasty. This united Czechs and 
Serbs and made the Litde Entente fanati- 
cally hostile to the possibilities of any kind 
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of Habsburg restoration. For years these 
feelings gave the arch-hater of the Habs- 
burgs, Adolf Hitler, a useful weapon in 
dealing with his future victims of the Little 
Entente, not excepting Dr. Benes*. Goring's 
visit to Yugoslavia earlier in 1934 had 
strengthened the Serbs in the belief that 
the Anschluss might be the best veto on a 
restoration, at which, as the Nazis always 
insinuated, Dollfuss and the Clericals 
both Austrian and Italian were aiming. 
At the same time, of course, the Nazis 
flirted with Croats and Macedonians dis- 
ruptive elements might be useful anywhere. 
Rosenberg, who was, roughly speaking, 
Hitler's agent for the disruption of Russia, 
though he never stooped to the racial 
depths of Latin questions, patronized all 
kinds of Slavs, including a group in Berlin 
called the "Croatia-Presse." 

At the time of Dollfuss's murder it 
seemed as if war might be provoked, not 
directly between Italy and Germany but 
rather between Italy and Yugoslavia. The 
Yugoslavs were frightened of the Italians 
on their weak northern frontier, and on the 
other hand it was, perhaps, only a dementi 
of news that Yugoslav troops had entered 
Austria which prevented the Alpini from 
crossing the Brenner. Many Austrian Nazis 
subsequently took refuge in Maribor (Mar- 
burg), in Slovenia. On 9 October the 
Adriatic air became heavier still with the 
murder at Marseilles of Alexander of Yugo- 
slavia together with the French Foreign 
Minister, Barthou, by a Macedonian ter- 
rorist. Now Mussolini at that time had no 
interest in the perpetration of this crime, 
which may have been engineered at the 
last moment by no higher authority than 
the I.M.R.O. and the UstaSi; certainly it 
served no one's purpose except that of the 
Germans. Though the terrorist Goring as- 
sured the Yugoslav journalists at Belgrade 
on 17 October that the Reich countenanced 
no terrorists, on 27 October he admitted to 
Fran^ois-Poncet, as did Neurath on the 
24th, that Rosenberg had been "careless." 
Clues implicated Pavelic and his fellow- 
conspirator, Kvaternik, who were arrested 



in Turin on 18 October, and it was sub- 
sequently discovered that Pavelic had left 
Berlin for Milan very suddenly on the eve 
of the murder. Frangois-Poncet himself ex- 
perienced the difficulties made by the Ger- 
mans, when, after many warm offers from 
them, a representative of the Surete Na- 
tionale came to Berlin to investigate. Mean- 
while Mussolini refused the extradition of 
Pavelic and Kvaternik, and it was tacitly 
agreed that Yugoslavia should vent her 
anger against Hungary as the protector of 
assassins. It took several months for the 
rage of Yugoslavia to subside. 

Barthou had been intending to proceed 
to Rome, and Mussolini had already pre- 
pared to welcome him in his speech in 
Milan on 6 October, when he warned Ger- 
many that she should not "estrange herself 
from Europe's historical evolution/' and 
spoke with enthusiasm of his hope of an 
understanding with France. It was finally 
with Laval in January 1935 that a Franco- 
Italian agreement was signed. After the 
noisy speeches of many years, Italy showed 
herself astonishingly yielding in the matters 
of territorial readjustments in Africa and 
the status of Italians in Tunisia; a few 
faintly practical steps for the international 
defence of Austria were planned. In Febru- 
ary an Italo-Austrian Cultural Agreement 
was signed, and shortly afterwards the Ital- 
ian Capo himself contributed a rather trite 
article to the P&polo d'ltalia on the "His- 
toric Mission of Austria," which he defined 
more or less as that of a clearing-house for 
Italian artists. He laid great emphasis upon 
the Catholicism of Austria, and concluded 
with the importance of Austria's commu- 
nity of language with Germany and of 
religion with Italy. The German return to 
conscription on 16 March did nothing to 
lessen Mussolini's expressions of wrath 
against northern barbarism and led to a 
fresh Franco-Italian encounter, to which 
the British were invited, at Stresa in April. 
Both at Rome in January and at Stresa in 
April Mussolini showed the technical in- 
competence as a negotiator of a man who 
was little but an orator and a journalist 
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He lacked the legal training of higher Ital- 
ian functionaries, and where Hitler delib- 
erately generated clouds of confusion by 
his interminable speeches, Mussolini, even 
before his young son-in-law, Count Ciano, 
took charge of the Palazzo Chigi, created 
confusion through sheer amateurishness. 
Others who were concerned with the 
Franco-Italian agreement consider that 
Laval was well aware that Mussolini was 
being generous in the hope of gaining lib- 
erty of action in Ethiopia, but Laval imag- 
ined that there would be no breach of the 
peace the Italians would proceed as the 
French had in Morocco a generation earlier; 
Laval was certainly speaking the truth 
when he afterwards insisted that he had 
never agreed in any form to an open attack 
on Ethiopia. At Stresa there was a tre- 
mendous gathering of diplomats and jour- 
nalists. A succulent lunch at the Isola dei 
Pescatori brought together the respective 
specialists on Ethiopia, including the For- 
eign Office representative, Mr. Maurice 
Peterson, and while the greatest cordiality 
reigned and agreement about obvious Ethi- 
opian technicalities was expressed, the pos- 
sibility of action in Ethiopia was never 
mentioned. The result was that Mussolini 
became convinced that both France and 
Britain were willing for him to annex 
Ethiopia as it might please him, in return 
for his services against Germany. Ciano 
echoed the Duce's phrases about civilized 
man and northern barbarism when, as Min- 
ister of Propaganda, he opened the exhibi- 
tion of Italian painting in Paris. And if 
Britain were still in doubt it was Ciano 
who received Lord Tyrrell at his country- 
house in August, and, when asked what 
Italy really wanted, replied without hesi- 
tation, "But we want Ethiopia." 

At French instigation an Italian-Yugo- 
slav ddtente had been initiated when a new 
Italian Minister arrived in Belgrade in 
March. This gave substance to the project 
of an Italian-led south-eastern Europe, and 
when in May 1935 the Franco-Russian and 
Czech-Russian treaties were signed the 
solidarity of the Continent against Hitler 



seemed complete. Great Britain's White 
Paper early in March had drawn attention 
to certain obvious dangers in National 
Socialism, but at Stresa Sir John Simon 
was cool about Austrian integrity. Sud- 
denly the solidarity of Europe was shaken 
in June by the as it seemed to the Conti- 
nentinexplicable defection of Britain, 
and the Anglo-German naval treaty created 
a breach in the wall of Germany's isolation. 

Thus during the first half of 1935 the 
relations between Mussolini and Hitler 
were as bad as they could be. The Polish 
Ambassador, Lipski, was something of an 
homrne de confiance to the German regime, 
since the German-Polish Agreement of 
1934 had brought Hitler this one strange 
friendship; he had a talk with Goring at the 
Schorfheide at the end of April 1935, when 
Goring complained bitterly that Mussolini 
was working against Germany in every 
possible field. At the beginning of May 
Lipski saw Goring again; the latter was still 
angry. He grumbled that, as they had told 
Mussolini at the time, Germany had only 
come into the Four-Power Pact to please 
the Duce and this was Germany's reward. 
. . . Like nearly all Goring's frank confi- 
dences, this was untrue; it has been seen 
that Germany had joined the Pact of June 
1933 because her Minister of War had 
chosen to do so. 

After the assassination of Dollfuss, the 
Austrian Government and State had been 
patched together somehow and even at- 
tained a certain appearance of solidarity 
for the next couple of years. The Clericals, 
through the President of the Austrian State, 
Miklas, insisted upon Schuschnigg as suc- 
cessor to Dollfuss, with Starhemberg still 
as Vice-Chancellor; since Schuschnigg was 
far less flexible than Dollfuss, the new 
Clerical-Heimwehr coalition was difficult 
from the start, and since Schuschnigg was 
known in principle to desire a Habsburg 
restoration, it gave, as one or two clear- 
sighted individuals at once perceived, mar- 
vellous opportunities to Franz von Papen. 
This political harlequin has been seen to 
have been instrumental in bringing Hitler 
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into power in Germany, and then into the 
presence of his chosen Master at Venice on 
14 June. Three days later Papen delivered 
his famous Marburg speech written for him 
by the unfortunate Edgar Jung in any 
thing but a Nazi spirit. Everyone thought 
for a moment that Germany was returning 
to her senses, only to learn that Jung had 
been among the hundreds murdered by 
Hitler's orders on 30 June, while Papen, 
after one of his habitual thriller-escapes, 
blandly accepted the murder of his per- 
sonal secretary and other of his associates: 
what was more, he also accepted the post 
of Hitler's special envoy to Vienna on the 
day after the murder of Dollfuss. The 
Italians were not amused and insisted that 
Miklas should delay the agr&ment at least 
until after the funeral of Dollfuss on 29 
July. 

Until the autumn of 1935 a certain sta- 
bility was maintained in Austria. Schusch- 
nigg had quickly found occasion to visit 
the Duce to establish personal contact. His 
stiff ascetic personality and his Tyrolese 
associations did not please Mussolini; the 
Duce, however, arranged to keep in cjirect 
touch with him through Senator Salata, a 
Triestino who was director of the Italian 
Institute in Vienna, and who had inter- 
vened, against the wishes of the Italian 
Legation there, to bring about the Duce's 
acquiescence in Papen's special mission. 
For his dealings with Starhemberg Musso- 
lini still used Morreale, who was on the 
worst of terms with Salata. 

For the moment Austria profited eco- 
nomically from the political situation. 
During the summer of 1935 there were 
enough other tourists to make up for the 
Germans who had for two years been kept 
north of the frontier by the 1,000-mark tax 
demanded by the Reich Government from 
those of them who wished to cross it The 
Rome Protocols served Austria well, vari- 
ous exports to Italy increasing, and the ex- 
pansion of Italy's Danubian horizon created 
a strong Italian interest in the Danube 
Shipping Company. Above all, Italian 
preparations for an attack on Ethiopia kept 



the Hirtenberg arms factory in Austria fully 
employed. 

For a year Papen made no progress. On 
27 July he, or some more intelligent mem- 
ber of his staff, wrote an important dispatch 
to Berlin which deserves a good deal of 
quotation. It begins by referring to the 
general hostility to Germany caused by the 
Austrian question. Every German effort in 
a southeastern direction will run up against 
this opposition, especially since Italy re- 
gards die Danube basin as her Expansions- 
gehiet. As between Germany and Austria 
Papen absolutely condemns the Habicht 
type of open terrorism which had cul- 
minated in the Dollfuss crime. Austria is 
now based upon militant Catholicism and 
a Heimwehr which is "enthusiastically 
favourable to Mussolini." "The dream of 
resurrecting the Holy Roman Empire 
around Vienna becomes more grotesque the 
more this idea of the Austrian imperialist 
romantics is exploited by Mussolini in 
order to advance his conception of a new 
imferium romanum at the expense of the 
German nation." We must, continues 
Papen, create a mission of the united Ger- 
mans to triumph over the idea of an Aus- 
trian mission, and we must insist that our 
mission, if opposed to political Catholicism, 
in no way undermines the fundamental 
Christianity of Germany. It was Papen 
who had negotiated Hitler's Concordat 
with the Vatican in July 1933 that first 
external concession to Hitler, as Pechel 
emphasizes and it was mainly on account 
of his Catholic connexions that Hitler had 
sent him to Vienna. Mussolini was only 
too well aware, as he said to Starhemberg, 
that Papen, with his astonishing ability to 
make everyone feel he was their particular 
friend, was more dangerous than Habicht. 

All this time, far from finding the cham- 
pions of the Austrians in South Tyrol mere 
drivellers, Adolf Hitler found them all too 
useful. In vain did Mussolini and Dollfuss 
or Schuschnigg try to emphasize that the 
Italian authorities were being more con- 
ciliatory on account of the Rome-Vienna 
friendship; the young Tyrolese, whether 
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of Innsbruck or Bolzano, were convinced 
that Hitler had dictated terms at Venice or 
at some point later. The Bavarian Press 
was allowed to be extremely violent about 
Italian oppression, which had been drastic; 
but without any particular justification the 
wicked Latins were attacked in the winter 
of 1934-5 for suppressing noble Nordic 
Christmas-trees. It was easy to whip up 
feeling against Italy in Germany, and of 
course in Austria and South Tyrol, and at 
the end of April 1935 the Milnclmer 
Neueste Nachrichten the leading news- 
paper of Munich was banned in Italy. 

The German Press was also clearly hos- 
tile to Italy in the matter of her East Afri- 
can policy, and an Ufa film called Abes- 
sinien von Heute, which was markedly 
friendly to the Negus and his rule, was 
shown all over Germany during this spring 
(1935). In June there was a passing, if 
prophetic, rumour of an Italian-German 
deal, Italy to drop Austria and Germany to 
back her over Abyssinia, but the Germans' 
pose, and indeed their only hope just then 
after the Naval Agreement, was to be Brit- 
ain's friend and as such opposed to Italy. 
This was in fact the policy of the German 
Foreign Office and the Naval Staff, as also 
of the Reichswehr, which despised the Ital- 
ian Army and expected a fresh Italian fiasco 
in Abyssinia. The Nazi Party felt confused 
between its contempt for racial inferiors 
and the defenders of Austrian "separatism," 
and its hatred of the League of Nations 
and the status quo. In northern Germany 
hatred of Italy on account of the so-called 
treachery of 1915 and the South Tyrol was 
a little less intense than in the south; espe- 
cially at this time the feeling about Danzig 
was stronger and therefore perhaps also the 
feeling against Geneva. Until it was clear 
that Mussolini's Abyssinian policy would 
bring him into conflict with the League, 
it enjoyed no sympathy in Germany. 

In Hitler's mind, however, no breach 
with Mussolini occurred, and there were 
one or two individuals whose interests 
urged them to encourage this belief. Baron 
Braun von Stumm held an important posi- 



tion in the Press Department of the Ger- 
man Foreign Office; his second wife was a 
highly neurotic Italian woman, Giuseppina 
Antinori. Probably before the end of 1934 
she and Ciano's sister, who was Countess 
Magistrati, met Hitler secretly without the 
knowledge of Cerruti, to try to counteract 
external tendencies. The Braun von Stumm 
household was in every sense an Italo- 
German meeting-ground; it was here, for 
instance, that Professor Manacorda of Flor- 
ence University was often received. He 
was both ultra-Fascist and ultra-Catholic, 
and on his journeys to Germany (which 
began in 1936) he gave himself tie airs of 
an important intermediary between the 
Vatican, Italy, and Germany. But, though 
he occasionally saw the Pope and die 
Duce and the Fiihrer, it is unlikely that 
he affected the trend of their relations 
perceptibly. 

At the beginning of August 1935, on 
account of the Danzig-League of Nations 
crisis, Lipski visited Hitler at Berchtesgaden. 
With a certain regret the Fiihrer remarked 
that his path had diverged from that of 
Mussolini on acount of Austria. Musso- 
lini had failed to understand the situation, 
and he was now taking a grave risk in pro- 
voking the other Powers over Abyssinia. 
But, added Hitler, though the Duce was 
hostile to Germany he would regard a 
defeat of Mussolini as a disaster, because it 
would constitute too great a blow to their 
common Fascist-Nazi ideology. It was al- 
ways the same thing. Hitler knew. Anyone 
who did not accept his view did not under- 
stand. And Mussolini never really knew 
until perhaps on the shores of Garda in 
1944 that Hitler had cast him for partner 
in his own Satanic revolution. 

At all events it was clear to Lipski that 
Hitler was already determined, whatever 
Neurath and the German Foreign Office 
might wish, to prevent the humiliation of 
Mussolini. And, as always seemed to hap- 
pen in that fatal decade, events so played 
into Hitler's hands that when he spoke 
in March 1936 of his SMafwandlerische 
Sicherheit it was difficult not to be im- 
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pressed. Already by the end of June 1935, 
without evidence (beyond Schacht's gen- 
eral policy) of any German scheming to 
bring it about, Italy had become the lead- 
ing buyer of German coal. By now Cerruti 
was scarcely on speaking-terms with the 
Wilhelmstrasse and still less with Hitler. 
Mussolini decided to move Cerruti to Paris 
and to bring Attolico, his Ambassador in 
Moscow, to Berlin. At this point occurred 
one of history's ironies. Attolico, the man 
who four years later kept Italy out of the 
war, was so anxious in August 1935 to 
start his mission well that he would not 
wait till Hitler's return to Berlin in Sep- 
tember in order to present his credentials. 
It was arranged that Hitler should come 
from Berchtesgaden to Berlin at the end 
of August for this purpose, and in conse- 
quence Attolico was bound to go to the 
Nazi Party Congress in September 1935, 
although in 1934 no Italian diplomat had 
attended it. This was not, of course, with- 
out the approval of the Duce, who had 
shown signs of anxiety about his relations 
with Germany since June; at this time a 
breakdown in the League negotiations over 
the Abyssinian controversy was becoming 
apparent. 

In October Mussolini attacked Ethiopia, 
which he could probably have had without 
firing a shot. It is interesting that several 
leading Fascists told Starhemberg that they 
were opposed to the venture. But Musso- 
lini's was a journalistic determination to 
fight at all costs as a demonstration of force, 
because purely political action might be 
too "decadent" to impress that self-same 
Hitler, who never wasted superfluous force 
upon the acquisition of power. The out- 
break of war in Abyssinia was followed by 
a superficial strengthening of the Duce's 
position in Austria. While Schuschnigg re- 
mained Chancellor, Starhemberg on 17 Oc- 
tober got rid of Fey, who had been under- 
mining the Heimwehr in Hitler's interest, 
and took over the Ministry of the Interior 
for himself; at the same time he put at the 
head of the Austrian Ministry of Finance 
Draxler, hitherto legal adviser to Starhem- 



berg's friend, the arms manufacturer 
Mandl, who, according to Papen, inspired 
Starhemberg with all his own Jewish res- 
sentiment against Hitler. Mandl was the 
owner of Hirtenberg and of arms factories 
in Italy, and as unpleasant as arms manu- 
facturers are traditionally said to be. It was 
a most valuable asset to the Nazi cause that 
Austrian policy could now be interpreted 
as subordinate to Herr MandTs desire for 
profit. "How far Italian pressure affected 
Starhemberg . . , cannot be exactly gauged. 
But I learn on good authority that Musso- 
lini urgently demanded a strengthening of 
the authority of the Austrian Government"; 
Papen had also heard that Starhemberg was 
convinced that Italy's venture would suc- 
ceed. The German Minister in Vienna was 
quick enough to sense that the Austrian 
Italophiles had overreached themselves. 
The unpopularity of Italy was now rein- 
forced in Austria by dislike of being identi- 
fied with Mussolini's defiance of Geneva 
and by anxiety as to the defence of Austria 
if the Italian Army were busy in East 
Africa. People complained that Austria 
had been led into a cul-de-sac; she now 
depended einzig und cdlein upon the vic- 
tory of Mussolini. 

A week or so later it was the talk of 
Vienna that Herr von Papen's car had been 
left several times, gaily and indiscreetly 
flying its swastika flag, outside the office of 
the Clerical and semi-official newspaper, 
the Reichspost. It was here that together 
with its editor, Dr. Funder, he now began 
to plan the Press Agreement of the follow- 
ing July. Funder seems to have been per- 
fectly genuine; it is all the more surprising 
that he should have been willing to discuss 
with Papen at this time not only an agree- 
ment about the Press, but also the question 
of the Austrian Nazis who had become 
Austrian Legionaries in the Reich and 
were being trained for a coup. He actually 
told Papen, if the latter may be believed, 
that he favoured a secret agreement be- 
cause there were so many people both 
within Austria and without who were in- 
terested in preventing an Austro-Gennaii 
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agreement. The acceptance by Mussolini 
of the Press Agreement which emerged 
later on may be regarded as the occasion 
of the birth of the Axis friendship; it was 
made possible by Mussolini's weakness, 
and because he was weak it was certain 
to spell the end of Austrian independence. 
When Mussolini visited Berlin in Sep- 
tember 1937 he spoke of the autumn of 
1935 as the period of the birth of the Axis, 
but all this time the atmosphere around 
the Italian Embassy in Berlin was, Attolico 
notwithstanding, extremely cool. The Reich 
Government forbad the export of arms to 
either belligerent, so Attolico concentrated 
his energy on procuring coal and other raw 
materials from Germany, but even over 
supplies such as these the Germans were 
not encouraging. In October German ex- 
porters were warned to be cautious towards 
Italy in view of the large accumulation of 
lira balances awaiting transfer, and at the 
beginning of November the Reich declared 
an embargo upon the export of oils, fats, 
textiles, potatoes, iron, and steel, but not 
coal. On 7 November, soon after the 
League Sanctions decision, when Austria 
and Hungary voted with Italy, the 
Deutsches Nachrichten Euro issued the 
following statement: 

The German standpoint with reference to 
Germany's neutrality is well known and has 
in no way altered. Should an abnormal 
increase of exports of raw materials or food- 
stuffs become apparent, which threatens Ger- 
many's own economic interests, the German 
Government will prevent it by appropriate 



measures. 



If Neurath in conversation with foreign 
diplomats showed a slightly pro-Italian in- 
clination, the line he followed was that, 
between Italy and the League, Germany 
was absolutely neutral. In Papen's already 
quoted dispatch of July he had written: 

It might be possible that through the men- 
ace to British imperial interests the Abyssinian 
adventure would help to bring nearer the 
realisation of the New Order. It remains 



more probable, however, that a compromise 
will be made at the Negus's expense at the 
cost perhaps also of a notable blood-letting of 
Italy. 

Indeed, the possibility of this compromise 
tormented Hitler and his Ministers during 
the last months of 1935; were it to be real- 
ized, Hitler feared for the programme of 
his life. On 9 December it seemed that the 
blow had fallen, for on that day the Hoare- 
Laval Agreement of 7 December was re- 
vealed in the French Press. Consternation 
reigned in Berlin at the renewed possibility 
of complete German isolation, and the Ger- 
man Press suddenly became the champion 
of the League of Nations against this "plot." 
Lipski was treated to a lecture in this vein 
when he visited Neurath about a week 
later. Two days after this he saw Hitler, 
who was greatly excited and asked him 
over and over again what on earth the Brit- 
ish were doing. He then indulged in a 
long apology for Germany's exports to Italy. 
He was not, he insisted, profiting from the 
situation, but he had to consider a serious 
problem of unemployment in his coal- 
mines: the French might accuse him of 
having placed an embargo upon the export 
of arms to the belligerents because he 
wished to stack up all possible armaments 
for himself, but this was unjust, for the 
deliveries in question would have been too 
trifling to affect the Reich. After speaking 
of other things Hitler reverted feverishly 
to the Hoare-Laval plan. 

Mussolini was ready to accept the 
Franco-British proposition, and the French, 
who knew that if the Abyssinian war were 
not stopped Hitler would re-militarize the 
Rhineland and thereby emasculate the 
Treaty of Versailles, were determined to 
preserve the Stresa front and the isolation 
of Germany. The French believed, how- 
ever, that the British (contrary to the popu- 
lar legend) were less politically practical 
than themselves; some of them also knew 
of the instinctive anti-Latin and pro-Ger- 
man character of British public opinion, 
which to this day confuses the common- 
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place opportunism of Mussolini with the 
fearful logic of Hitler. It was therefore 
planned in Paris to spring the news on 
Baldwin, who would have difficulty in re- 
pudiating his own Foreign Secretary. The 
remarkable and admirable reaction of the 
British against the Hoare-Laval plan was 
all the greater, the Stresa front was dis- 
solved, and Hitler unshackled, let loose to 
advance step by step, from the militariza- 



tion of the Rhineland to the invasion of 
Poland. History has perhaps never played 
a stranger trick upon Man than to allow 
British indignation against international 
lawlessness and imperialist and racial bully- 
ing to have smoothed the path of Adolf 
Hitler. Out of this misconception was born 
that deformity, the Italo-German alliance, 
of which Hitler had so long dreamed. 
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Beneficiary of the drift and uncertainty of the nineteen-thirties was 
ultimately Adolf Hitler. The cleft which developed over Ethiopia among 
Italy, Britain, and France was eagerly exploited by the German dictator 
in his course of obtaining for Germany freedom of action on the road 
to European hegemony. The following excerpt, taken from the excellent 
biography of Hitler by Alan Bullock, noted English specialist on twen- 
tieth-century Germany, brings out this interaction of clever calculation 
and quick utilization of fortuitous circumstance. 



E;OM the summer of 1934 the principal 
bject of the Western Powers' diplo- 
macy was to persuade Germany to sign a 
pact of mutual assistance covering Eastern 
Europe. Just as the Locarno Pact included 
France, Germany, Belgium, Great Britain 
and Italy, each undertaking to come to the 
immediate aid of France and Belgium, or 
Germany, if either side were attacked by 
the other, so this Eastern Locarno would 
include Russia, Germany, Poland, Czecho- 
slovakia and the other states of Eastern Eu- 
rope and would involve the same obligation 
of automatic assistance in the case of an 
attack. 

Hitler had no intention of entering into 
any such scheme: it was not aggression that 
he feared, but checks upon his freedom of 
action. His preference for obvious rea- 
sonswas for bilateral agreements, and if 
he were to sign a multilateral pact of non- 
aggression it would only be one from which 
all provisions for mutual aid had been re- 
moved, a statement of good intentions un- 
supported by any guarantees to enforce 
them. German opposition, which had al- 
ready been made clear in 1934, was power- 
fully assisted by that of Poland. Pilsudski 
was highly suspicious of Russia and anx- 
ious that Poland should not be pushed into 



the front line of an anti-German combina- 
tion which could only mean that Poland 
would be either the battleground of a new 
clash between her two neighbours or the 
victim of a deal concluded between them at 
her expense, as happened in 1939. Polish 
quarrels with Lithuania and dislike of 
Czechoslovakia added further reasons to his 
reluctance to enter any such all-embracing 
project. Pilsudski, and his successor Beck, 
saw the only way out of Poland's difficulties 
as a policy of balancing between Moscow 
and Berlin, a policy which fatally over- 
estimated Poland's strength, and fatally 
underestimated the danger from Germany. 

Hitler courted the Poles assiduously, con- 
stantly urging on them the common inter- 
est Poland and Germany had in opposing 
Russia. "Poland," he told the Polish Am- 
bassador in November, 1933, "is an out- 
post against Asia. . . . The other States 
should recognize this role of Poland's." 

Goering, who was used by Hitler in the 
role of a candid friend of the Poles, spoke 
even more plainly when he visited Warsaw 
at the end of January, 1935. He began his 
conversations in the Polish Foreign Minis- 
try by mentioning the possibility of a new 
partition of Poland by agreement between 
Germany and Russia. But he did this only 
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to dismiss it as a practical impossibility: in 
fact, he continued, Hitler's policy needed 
a strong Poland, to form a common barrier 
with Germany against the Soviet Union. 
In his talks with Polish generals and with 
Marshal Pilsudski, Goering "oudined far- 
plans, almost suggesting an anti- 



Russian alliance and a joint attack on Rus- 
sia. He gave it to be understood that the 
Ukraine would become a Polish sphere of 
influence and North-western Russia would 
be Germany's." The Poles were wary 7 of 
such seductive propositions, but they were 
impressed by the friendliness of the Ger- 
man leaders, and in the course of 1935 rela- 
tions between the two governments became 
steadily closer. Goering visited Cracow for 
Pilsudski's funeral in May. The same 
month Hitler himself had a long conversa- 
tion with the Ambassador, and after a visit 
of the Polish Foreign Minister, Colonel 
Beck, to Berlin in July the communique 
spoke of "a far-reaching agreement of 
views." The attention Hitler paid to Polish- 
German relations was to repay him hand- 
somely. 

Meanwhile, the British and French Gov- 
ernments renewed their attempts to reach 
a settlement with Germany. The Saar 
plebiscite in January, 1935, had produced 
a ninety per cent vote for the return of the 
territory to Germany. The result had 
scarcely been in doubt, although the Nazis 
cried it up inside Germany as a great vic- 
tory and the destruction of the first of the 
Versailles fetters. The removal of this issue 
between France and Germany, which Hit- 
ler had constantly described as the one ter- 
ritorial issue dividing them, seemed to offer 
a better chance of finding the Fuehrer in 
a more reasonable mood. 

The proposals which the British and 
French Ambassadors presented to Hitler at 
the beginning of February, 1935, sketched 
the oudine of a general settlement which 
would cover the whole of Europe. The 
existing Locarno Pact of mutual assistance, 
which applied to Western Europe, was to 
be strengthened by the conclusion of an 



agreement to cover unprovoked aggression 
from the air. At the same time it was to be 
supplemented by two similar pacts of mu- 
tual assistance, one dealing with Eastern 
Europe, the other with Central Europe. 

Hider faced a difficult decision. German 
rearmament had reached a stage where fur- 
ther concealment would prove a hindrance. 
It seemed clear from their proposals that 
the Western Powers would be prepared to 
waive their objections to German rearma- 
ment in return for Germany's accession to 
their proposals for strengthening and ex- 
tending collective security. Against that 
Hitler had to set his anxiety to avoid tying 
his hands, and his need of some dramatic 
stroke of foreign policy to gratify the rnood 
of nationalist expectation in Germany 
which had so far received litde satisfaction. 
On both these grounds a bold unilateral 
repudiation of the disarmament clauses of 
the Treaty of Versailles would suit him 
very much better than negotiations with 
the Western Powers, in which he would be 
bound to make concessions in return for 
French and British agreement. Could he 
afford to take the risk? 

Hider's first reply showed uncertainty. 
He welcomed the idea of extending the 
original Locarno Pact to include attack 
from the air, while remaining evasive on 
the question of the proposed Eastern and 
Danubian Pacts. The German Govern- 
ment invited the British to continue dis- 
cussions, and a visit to Berlin by the British 
Foreign Minister, Sir John Simon, was 
arranged for 7 March. Before the visit 
could take place, however, on 4 March the 
British Government published its own 
plans for increased armaments, basing this 
on "the fact that Germany was . . . rearm- 
ing openly on a large scale, despite the 
provisions of Part V of the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles/' The British White Paper went on 
to remark "that not only the forces, but the 
spirit in which the population, and espe- 
cially the youth of the country, are being 
organized, lend colour to, and substantiate, 
the general feeling of insecurity which 
has already been incontestably generated." 
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Great indignation was at once expressed in 
Germany, and Hitler contracted a "chill 1 * 
which made it necessary to postpone Sir 
John Simon's visit. On the 9th the German 
Government officially notified foreign gov- 
ernments that a German Air Force was 
already in existence* This seems to have 
been a kite with which to test the Western 
Powers 1 reaction. As Sir John Simon told 
the House of Commons that he and Mr. 
Eden were still proposing to go to Berlin 
and nothing else happened, it appeared safe 
to risk a more sensational announcement 
the next week-end. On 16 March, 1935, 
the German Government proclaimed its 
intention of re-introducing conscription and 
building up a peacetime army of thirty-six 
divisions, with a numerical strength of five 
hundred and fifty thousand men. 

Four days before, the French Govern- 
ment had doubled the period of service and 
reduced the age of enlistment in the French 
Army, in order to make good the fall in the 
number of conscripts due to the reduced 
birth-rate of the years 1914-1918. This 
served Hitler as a pretext for his own 
action. He was able to represent Germany 
as driven reluctantly to take this step, 
purely in order to defend herself against 
the warlike threats of her neighbours. 
From the time when the German people, 
trusting in the assurances of Wilson's Four- 
teen Points, and believing they were ren- 
dering a great service to mankind, had laid 
down their arms, they had been deceived 
again and again in their hopes of justice 
and their faith in the good intentions of 
others. Germany, Hider declared, was the 
one Power which had disarmed; now that 
the other Powers, far from disarming them- 
selves, were actually beginning to increase 
their armaments, she had no option but to 
follow suit. 

The announcement was received with 
enthusiasm in Germany, and on 17 March, 
Heroes Memorial Day (Heldengedenktag), 
a brilliant military ceremony in the State 
Opera House celebrated the rebirth of the 
German Army. At Hitler's side sat von 
Mackensen, the only surviving field-mar- 



shal of the old Army. Afterwards, amid 
cheering crowds, Hitler held a review of 
the new Army, including a detachment of 
the Air Force. So widespread was German 
feeling against the Treaty of Versailles, and 
so strong the pride in the German military 
tradition, that German satisfaction at the 
announcement could be taken for granted. 
Everything turned on the reaction abroad 
to this first open breach of the Treaty's 
provisions. Hitler had anticipated protests, 
and w r as prepared to discount them; what 
mattered was the action with which the 
other signatories of the Treaty proposed to 
support their protests. 

The result more than justified the risks 
he had taken. The British Government, 
after making a solemn protest, proceeded 
to ask whether the Fuehrer was still ready 
to receive Sir John Simon. The French 
appealed to the League, and an extraordi- 
nary session of the Council was at once 
summoned, to be preceded by a conference 
between Great Britain, France and Italy at 
Stresa. But the French Note, too, spoke of 
searching for means of conciliation and of 
the need to dispel the tension which had 
arisen. This was not the language of men 
who intended to enforce their protests. 
When Sir John Simon and Mr. Eden at 
last visited Berlin at the end of March they 
found Hitler polite, even charming, but 
perfectly sure of himself and firm in his 
refusal to consider any pact of mutual 
assistance which included the Soviet 
Union. He made a good deal of the service 
Germany was performing in safeguarding 
Europe against Communism, and, when 
the discussion moved to German rearma- 
ment, asked: "Did Wellington, when 
Blucher came to his assistance at Waterloo, 
first ask the legal experts of the Foreign 
Office whether the strength of the Prussian 
forces exceeded the limits fixed by treaty?" 
It was the Englishmen who had come to 
ask for co-operation and Hitler who was in 
the advantageous position of being able to 
say "no," without having anything to ask 
in return. The very presence of the British 
representatives in Berlin, after the an- 



The Counterfeit Peace 



85 



nouncement of 16 March, was a triumph 
for his diplomacy. 

In the weeks that followed, the Western 
Powers continued to make a display of 
European unity which, formally at least, 
was more impressive. At Stresa, on 1 1 April, 
the British, French and Italian Govern- 
ments condemned Germany's action, re- 
affirmed their loyalty to the Locarno Treaty 
and repeated their declaration on Austrian 
independence. At Geneva the Council of 
the League duly censured Germany and 
appointed a committee to consider what 
steps should be taken the next time any 
State endangered peace by repudiating its 
obligations. Finally, in May, the French 
Government, having failed to make head- 
way with its plan for a general treaty of 
mutual assistance in Eastern Europe, signed 
a pact with the Soviet Union by which 
each party undertook to come to the aid of 
the other in case of an unprovoked attack. 
This treaty was flanked by a similar pact, 
concluded at the same time, between Rus- 
sia and France's most reliable ally, Czecho- 
slovakia. 

Yet, even if Hitler was taken aback by 
the strength of this belated reaction, and 
if the Franco-Russian and Czech-Russian 
treaties in particular faced him with awk- 
ward new possibilities, his confidence in 
his own tactics was never shaken. He pro- 
ceeded to test the strength of this new- 
found unity; it did not take long to show 
its weaknesses. 

On 21 May Hitler appeared before the 
Reichstag to deliver a long and carefully 
prepared speech on foreign policy. It is a 
speech worth studying, for in it are to be 
found most of the tricks with which Hider 
lulled the suspicions and raised the hopes 
of the gullible. His answer to the censure 
of the Powers was not defiance, but re- 
doubled assurances of peace, an appeal to 
reason, justice and conscience. The new 
Germany, he protested, was misunderstood, 
and his own attitude misrepresented. 

No man ever spoke with greater feeling 



of the horror and stupidity of war than 
Adolf Hitler. 

The blood shed on the European continent 
in the course of the last three hundred years 
bears no proportion to the national result of 
the events. In the end France has remained 
France, Germany Germany, Poland Poland 
and Italy Italy. What dynastic egoism, politi- 
cal passion and patriotic blindness have at- 
tained in the way of apparently far-reaching 
political changes by shedding rivers of blood 
has, as regards national feeling, done no more 
than touched the skin of the nations. It has 
not substantially altered their fundamental 
characters. If these States had applied merely 
a fraction of their sacrifices to wiser purposes 
the success would certainly have been greater 
and more permanent. ... If the nations attach 
so much importance to an increase in the 
number of the inhabitants of a country they 
can achieve it without tears in a simpler and 
more natural way. A sound social policy, by 
increasing the readiness of a nation to have 
children, can give its own people more chil- 
dren in a few years than the number of aliens 
that could be conquered and made subject to 
that nation by war. 

Collective security, Hitler pointed out, 
was a Wilsonian idea, but Germany's faith 
in Wilsonian ideas, at least as practised by 
the former Allies, had been destroyed by 
her treatment after the war. Germany had 
been denied equality, had been treated as 
a nation with second-class rights, and driven 
to rearm by the failure of the other Powers 
to carry out their obligation to disarm. De- 
spite this experience, Germany was still 
prepared to co-operate in the search for 
security. But she had rooted objections to 
the proposal of multilateral pacts, for this 
was the way to spread, not to localize war. 
Moreover, in the east of Europe, Hitler 
declared, there was a special case, the 
existence of a State, Bolshevik Russia, 
pledged to destroy the independence of 
Europe, a State with which a National 
Socialist Germany could never come to 
terms. 

What Hider offered in place of the "un- 
realistic'* proposal of multilateral treaties 
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was the signature of non-aggression pacts 
with all Germany's neighbours. The only 
exception he made was Lithuania, since 
Lithuania's continued possession of the 
German Mernelland was a wrong which 
the German people could never accept, and 
a plain denial of that right of self-deter- 
mination proclaimed by Wilson, Germany's 
improved relations with Poland, he did not 
fail to add, showed how great a contribu- 
tion such pacts could make to the cause of 
peace: this was the practical way in which 
Germany set about removing international 
misunderstandings. 

Hider supported his offer with the most 
convincing display of goodwill* The fact 
that Germany had repudiated the disarma- 
ment clauses of the Treaty of Versailles did 
not mean that she had anything but the 
strictest regard for the Treaty's other pro- 
visionsincluding the demilitarization of 
the Rhineland or for her other obliga- 
tions under the Locarno Treaty. She had 
no intention of annexing Austria and was 
perfectly ready to strengthen the Locarno 
Pact by an agreement on air attack, such as 
Great Britain and France had suggested. 
She was ready to agree to the abolition of 
heavy arms, such as the heaviest tanks and 
artillery; to limit the use of other weapons 
such as the bomber and poison gas by 
international convention; indeed, to accept 
an over-all limitation of armaments pro- 
vided that it was to apply to all the Powers. 
Hider laid particular stress on his willing- 
ness to limit German naval power to thirty- 
five per cent of the strength of the British 
Navy. He understood very well, he de- 
clared, the special needs of the British Em- 
pire, and had no intentions of starting a 
new naval rivalry with Great Britain. He 
ended with a confession of his faith in 
peace. 'Whoever lights the torch of war in 
Europe can wish for nothing but chaos. 
We, however, live in the firm conviction 
that in our time will be fulfilled, not the 
decline, but the renaissance of the West. 
That Germany may make an imperishable 
contribution to this great work is our proud 
hope and our unshakable belief/' 



Hitler's mastery of the language of 
Geneva was unequalled. His grasp of the 
mood of public opinion in the Western 
democracies was startling, considering that 
he had never visited any of them and spoke 
no foreign language. He understood intui- 
tively their longing for peace, the idealism 
of the pacifists, the uneasy conscience of 
the liberals, the reluctance of the great mass 
of their peoples to look beyond their own 
private affairs. At this stage in the game 
these were greater assets than the uncom- 
pleted panzer divisions and bomber fleets 
he was still building, and Hider used them 
with the same skill he had shown in play- 
ing on German grievances and illusions. 

In Mein Kampf Hitler had written: 'Tor 
a long time to come there will be only two 
Powers in Europe with which it may be 
possible for Germany to conclude an alli- 
ance. These Powers are Great Britain and 
Italy." The greatest blunder of the Kaiser's 
Government prophetic words had been 
to quarrel with Britain and Russia at the 
same time: Germany's future lay in the 
east, a continental future, and her natural 
ally was Great Britain, whose power was 
colonial, commercial and naval, with no 
territorial interests on the continent of Eu- 
rope. "Only by alliance with England was 
it possible (before 1914) to safeguard the 
rear of the new German crusade. . . * No 
sacrifice should have been considered too 
, if it was a necessary means of gaining 

gland's friendship. Colonial and naval 
ambitions should have been abandoned." 

Although Hitler's attitude towards Brit- 
ain was modified later by growing contempt 
for the weakness of her policy and the cre- 
dulity of her government, the idea of an 
alliance with her attracted him throughout 
his life. It was an alliance which could 
only, in Hitler's view, be made on condition 
that Britain abandoned her old balance-of- 
power policy in Europe, accepted the pros- 
pect of a German hegemony on the Con- 
tinent and left Germany a free hand in 
attaining it. Even during the war Hitler 
* in believing that an alliance with 
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Germany on these terms was in Britain's 
own interests, continually expressed his 
regret that the British had been so stupid 
as not to see this, and never quite gave up 
the hope that he would be able to over- 
come their obstinacy and persuade them to 
accept his view. No British Government, 
even before the war, was prepared to go 
as far as an alliance on these terms, yet 
there was a section of British opinion which 
was sufficiently impressed by Hitler's argu- 
ments to be attracted to the idea of a setde- 
ment which would have left him virtually 
a free hand in Central and Eastern Europe, 
and Hitler, if he never succeeded in his 
main objective, was remarkably successful 
for a time in weakening the opposition of 
Great Britain to the realization of his aims. 
The policy of appeasement is not to be 
understood unless it is realized that it repre- 
sented the acceptance by the British Gov- 
ernment, at least in part, of Hitler's view 
of what British policy should be. 

The speech of 21 May had been in- 
tended to influence opinion in Great Brit- 
ain in Hitler's favour. The quickness of 
the British reaction was surprising. During 
his visit to Berlin in March Sir John Simon 
had been sufficiently impressed by a hint 
thrown out by the Fuehrer to suggest that 
German representatives should come to 
London to discuss the possibility of a naval 
agreement between the two countries. Hit- 
ler must have been delighted to see the 
speed with which the British Foreign Min- 
ister responded to his bait, and in his speech 
of 21 May he again underlined his willing- 
ness to arrive at such an understanding. 
Even Hitler, however, can scarcely have 
calculated that the British Government 
would be so maladroit as to say nothing of 
their intentions to the Powers with whom 
they had been so closely associated in 
censuring Germany's repudiation of the 
Versailles disarmament clauses in the pre- 
vious weeks. 

Early in June Ribbentrop, whom Hitler 
now began to use for special missions, flew 
to London. Despite the brusque and tact- 
less way in which he refused to permit 



discussion of the Fuehrer's offer, he re- 
turned with the British signature of a naval 
pact. This bound the Germans not to build 
beyond thirty-five per cent of Britain's 
naval strength, but it tacitly recognized 
Germany's right to begin naval rearmament 
and specifically agreed by an escape-clause 
that, in the construction of U-boats, Ger- 
many should have the right to build up to 
one hundred per cent of the submarine 
strength of the British Commonwealth. 
The affront to Britain's partners, France 
and Italy, both of whom were also naval 
powers, but neither of whom had been con- 
sulted, was open and much resented. The 
solidarity of the Stresa Front, the unanim- 
ity of the Powers' condemnation of German 
rearmament was destroyed. The British 
Government, in its eagerness to secure a 
private advantage, had given a disastrous 
impression of bad faith. Like Poland, but 
without the excuse of Poland's difficult 
position between Germany and Russia, 
Great Britain had accepted Hitler's care- 
fully calculated offer without a thought of 
its ultimate consequences. 

In September the Fuehrer attended the 
Party's rally at Nuremberg. For the first 
time detachments of the new German 
Army took part in the parade and Hitler 
glorified the German military tradition: "in 
war the nation's great defiance, in peace 
the splendid school of our people. It is the 
Army which has made men of us all, and 
when we looked upon the Army our faith 
in the future of our people was always re- 
inforced. This old glorious Army is not 
dead; it only slept, and now it has arisen 
again in you." 

Hitler's speeches throughout the rally 
were marked by the confidence of a man 
sure of his hold over the people he led. The 
Reichstag was summoned to Nuremberg 
for a special session, and Hitler presented 
for its unanimous approval the Nuremberg 
Laws directed against the Jews, first de- 
priving Germans of Jewish blood of their 
citizenship, the second the Law for the 
Protection of German Blood and German 
Honour forbidding marriages between 
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Germans and Jews and the employment of 
German servants by Jews. These laws, 
Hitler declared, "repay the debt of grati- 
tude to the movement under whose symbol 
(the Swastika, now adopted as the national 
emblem) Germany has recovered her free- 
dom." 

The same month, while Hitler at Nu- 
remberg was making use of the power he 
held in Germany to gratify his hatred of 
the Jews, a quarrel began at Geneva which 
was to provide him with the opportunity to 
extend his power outside the German fron- 
tiers of 1914. 

The alliance with Mussolini's Italy to 
which Hitler already looked at the time he 
wrote Mem Kampf had hitherto been pre- 
vented by Mussolini's Danubian ambitions, 
and the Duce's self-appointed role as the 
patron of Austrian independence. After 
the murder of Dolfuss, Mussolini had been 
outspoken in his dislike and contempt for 
the ''barbarians" north of the Alps, and he 
had co-operated with the other Powers in 
their condemnation of Germany's unilateral 
decision to rearm. Mussolini, however, had 
long been contemplating a showy success 
for his regime in Abyssinia. It may be that 
he was prompted by uneasy fears that his 
chances of expansion in Europe would soon 
be reduced by the growth of German 
power; it may be that he was stimulated by 
a sense of rivalry with the German dictator; 
it is almost certain that he hoped to profit 
by French and British preoccupation with 
German rearmament to carry out his ad- 
venture on the cheap. 

Abyssinia had appealed to the League 
under Article 15 of the Covenant in 
March. So far the dispute had been dis- 
creetly kept in the background, but in 
September the British Government, having 
just made a sensational gesture of appease- 
ment to Germany by the Naval Treaty of 
June, astonished the world for the second 
time by taking the lead at Geneva in de- 
manding the imposition of sanctions against 
Italy. She supported this by reinforcing 
the British Fleet in the Mediterranean. To 
the French, who judged that Germany, not 



Italy, was the greater danger to the security 
of Europe, the British appeared to be stand- 
ing on their heads and looking at events 
upside down. 

There was only one assumption on 
which British policy could be defended. If 
the British were prepared to support sanc- 
tions against Italy to the point of war, 
thereby giving to the authority of the 
League the backing of force which it had 
hitherto lacked, their action might indeed 
so strengthen the machinery of collective 
security 7 as to put a check to any aggression, 
whether by Italy or Germany. The out- 
break of hostilities between Italy and Abys- 
sinia in October soon put the British in- 
tentions to the test. The course pursued by 
the Baldwin Government made the worst 
of both worlds. By insisting on the imposi- 
tion of sanctions Great Britain made an 
enemy of Mussolini and destroyed all hope 
of a united front against German aggres- 
sion. By her refusal to drive home the 
policy of sanctions, in face of Mussolini's 
bluster, she dealt the authority of the 
League as well as her own prestige a fatal 
blow, and destroyed all hope of finding in 
collective security an effective alternative 
to the united front of the Great Powers 
against German aggression. 

If the British Government never meant 
to do more than make a show of imposing 
sanctions it would have done better to have 
followed the more cynical but more realistic 
policy of Laval and made a deal with Italy 
at the beginning. Even the Hoare-Laval 
Pact of December, 1935, would have been 
a better alternative than allowing the farce 
of sanctions to drag on to its inconclusive 
and discreditable end. For the conse- 
quences of these blunders extended much 
farther than Abyssinia and the Mediter- 
ranean: their ultimate beneficiary was, not 
Mussolini, but Hitler. 

Germany at first confined herself to a 
policy of strict neutrality in the Abyssinian 
affair, but the advantages to be derived 
from the quarrel between Italy and the 
Western Powers did not escape Hitler. If 
Italy lost the war, that would mean the 
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weakening of the principal barrier to Ger- 
man ambitions in Central and South-east- 
ern Europe. On the other hand, if Italy 
proved to be successful, the prospects for 
Hitler were still good. His one fear was 
that the quarrel might be patched up by 
some such compromise as the Hoare-Laval 
Pact, and when the Polish Ambassador in 
Berlin saw him two days after the an- 
nouncement of the terms of the Hoare- 
Laval Agreement he found him highly ex- 
cited and alarmed at this prospect. The 
further development of the dispute, how- 
ever, only gave him greater cause for satis- 
faction. Not only was Italy driven into a 
position of isolation, in which Mussolini 
was bound to look more favorably on Ger- 
man offers of support, but the League of 
Nations suffered further blows to its au- 
thority from which, after its previous fail- 
ure to halt Japanese aggression, it never 



recovered. French confidence in England 
was further shaken, and the belief that 
Great Britain was a spent force in inter- 
national politics received the most damning 
confirmation. 

The events of 1935 thus provided an un- 
expected opportunity for Hitler to realize 
his Italian plans: as Mussolini later ac- 
knowledged, it was in the autumn of 1935 
that the idea of the Rome-Berlin Axis was 
born. No less important was the encourage- 
ment which the feebleness of the opposi- 
tion to aggression gave Hitler to pursue his 
policy without regard to the risks. "There 
was now, as it turned out," writes Mr. 
Churchill, 'little hope of averting war or 
of postponing it by a trial of strength 
equivalent to war. Almost all that remained 
open to France and Britain was to await 
the moment of the challenge and do the 
best thev could." 
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DURING this whole period in which 
Italian aggression was prepared 
and begun Washington was an impor- 
tant station in the circuit of indecision. It 
is time to take account of what had heen 
occurring there. 

To the Italian dictator the American 
course was of the utmost importance. He 
seems to have felt assured that the mistrust 
pervading the relations between the states 
of Europe would prevent collective action 
to check him, unless some outside power 
bolstered the attempt. There was only one 
country strong enough and free enough to 
turn the balance of events against him, if 
it so willed -the United States. 

The peoples of Europe prayed that the 
Americans would provide the supporting 
strength to defend them against the de- 
manding threats that issued from Rome and 
Berlin. Over all the roads of Europe appari- 
tions appeared at dawn and night of 
dirty, haggard men in muddy uniforms 
limping towards the trenches, of exhausted 
and frightened women and children trudg- 



ing out of destroyed towns. To the imag- 
inative, the throats of Mussolini and Hitler 
poured forth not human words, but mud 
and lice and pieces of bloody flesh. 

The governments of Europe did not give 
way to such fantasies or tremors. But as 
they probed to see how much they could 
rely on one another in any joint effort to 
check Mussolini, they peered in the direc- 
tion of the United States. They knew the 
state of American opinion well enough to 
realize that the United States would not 
keep in regular step with them. They ac- 
cepted the evidence that the American 
people were bent upon believing that Euro- 
pean quarrels were of little concern to them 
and beyond their power to reconcile. They 
responded to intimations that if openly 
asked to act with the League, the American 
government would look the other way. But 
as soon as the League began to consider 
ways and means of halting Italian aggres- 
sion, two most practical questions arose in 
regard to American policy: First, if eco- 
nomic sanctions were applied, would the 
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United States render them futile by sup- 
plying economic aid to Italy? Second, if 
as an outcome of the use of sanctions, Italy 
attacked members of the League, would 
the United States be an indifferent and 
difficult neutral, a benevolent friend, or an 
ally? 

The League members were left to the 
end to guess the full answers to these ques- 
tions. They were compelled by use of the 
telescope to discern what they could from 
obscure actions and smoky explanations. 

During the summer months of 1935, 
when Italian intentions were becoming 
obvious, neither the American people nor 
the American government were moved to 
take any step that might seriously deter 
Mussolini. Many Americans sensed un- 
easily that deadly evil was being given a 
new passport into the world. But the coun- 
try as a whole either misunderstood or 
evaded the coming crisis. We restricted 
ourselves to some half measures gauged, at 
one and the same time, to absolve us of any 
charge of defeating collective action and 
lessen the chance of being drawn into dis- 
pute with any belligerent. A wish to avoid 
responsibility, rather than any positive will 
to play a part in defeating aggression, gov- 
erned our swaying policy. 

The request, made in July by the Ethi- 
opian government that we invoke the pact 
of Paris against Italy, had met only sym- 
pathetic evasion. The State Department, 
during the following week, pursued a 
conventional diplomatic course. In various 
ways it made plain to the Italian govern- 
ment that it was disturbed by the danger- 
ous drift of events. It dwelt upon the re- 
wards and virtues of peace and urged Italy 
to be moderate. But at the same time it 
discreetly took care to see that the foreign 
offices of Great Britain and France did not 
misinterpret these demarches. Ways were 
found to make sure that they were not to 
be taken as a promise that we would take 
positive action or an encouragement for a 
new attempt to draw us into joint respon- 
sibility. 

lile the failure of the League at medi- 



ation was becoming plain, the President on 
July 24 responded to intensely active agita- 
tion throughout the country. He asked 
Congress to consider "neutrality" legisla- 
tion. A few days thereafter (July 26), he 
lapsed into the remark that the Italo- 
Ethiopian dispute was not of direct concern 
to the United States. On August 1, he ex- 
pressed the hope that the Council of the 
League would succeed in settling the issues 
that had arisen. This wish could have been 
met as well by a settlement that gave in to 
Italy as by a firm refusal to do so. These 
actions were expressions of a transient half 
belief that the United States might wisely 
pursue an isolated course no matter who 
gained power and mastery elsewhere. 

But they also suited a purpose. That was 
to keep control of the making of foreign 
policy in the face of an effort, within Con- 
gress and outside, to impose upon the Exec- 
utive rigid rules of isolation, amounting 
almost to nonintercourse. It was feared 
that any overt measure of encouragement 
to the League to repress Italy would 
strengthen the position of the advocates of 
isolation. 

It was deemed certain that any action 
that aligned the United States with the 
League, even before it was known whether 
Great Britain and France would defend 
the principles of the League, would pro- 
voke a bitter internal conflict. In their 
earlier days, many of the officials that were 
now compelled to decide how to act in this 
crisis of aggression had witnessed closely 
the failure and death of Woodrow Wilson. 
The popular mood seemed far more averse 
to any venture in co-operation than in 1919. 
They were afraid of repeating his failure. 

Several groups in Congress vied with 
each other in order to secure the credit for 
the new policy of peace. The Senate Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations, the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the 
group of extreme isolationists led by Nye 
and Clarke, each sprang forward with a 
program designed to keep us clear of for- 
eign strife. All refused to admit that the 
American people had an earnest concern 
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with any foreign dispute, or a possible great 
interest in its outcome. It was as though 
they thought there could be no rights or 
wrongs of consequence to us outside the 
Western Hemisphere, no purpose ever in 
taking up arms, no hope of trustful co- 
operation between nations. 

The Senators in their visits to the White 
House met no opposition to their plans for 
the enactment of some new form of neu- 
trality legislation. The Secretary of State 
and some of his staff smouldered with 
doubt in regard to what was underway. But 
this was permitted to appear only as a faint 
glow. The Senate combinations seemed 
strong enough to defeat any Secretary of 
State on this question, and, if his opposi- 
tion was vigorous, to destroy him. There- 
fore, such powers of persuasion as he pos- 
sessed were gently employed towards trying 
to obtain in the prospective legislation some 
discretion for the Executive. But that is 
exactly what the extreme and powerful iso- 
lationist and anti-British wing of the Sen- 
ate was determined to deny. 

Congress passed and the President signed 
the Neutrality Resolution in August 1935 
while the League was permitting Italy to 
complete its military measures. The timing 
of our action was influenced by discern- 
ment that Italy was about to break the 
world's peace; and that the League would 
either have to knuckle down or to fight. 
In either event, embarrassing difficulties 
were foreseen which, it was thought, 
might be "shooed" away by prior proclama- 
tion of our isolation. 

Despite the enthusiastic furor with 
which the Neutrality Resolution was 
rushed through Congress, a sense remained 
in many minds that the subject had not 
been thoroughly considered. Therefore, it 
was made effective only until February 
20, 1936. This temporary legislation was 
counted upon by its advocates to guarantee 
the good behavior of the President during 
the prospective recess of Congress. 

The Neutrality Resolution made it man- 
datory upon the President, on finding that 



a state of war existed, to prohibit the sale 
or export of "arms, ammunition, and im- 
plements of war" to all belligerents. Amer- 
icans were left free to trade in all other 
products including many no less essential 
for war. The dividing line was arbitrary. 
It reflected the fact that not even the isola- 
tionist Senators were ready to push their 
theory of peace to the point where it might 
seriously disturb American economic life. 

The actual substance of the Neutrality 
Resolution had little immediate impor- 
tance. Its passage, nevertheless, had great 
significance. For it seemed to reveal what 
the American attitude would be toward the 
critical issues that were shaping up in the 
Italo-Ethiopian dispute. It seemed to mean, 
first, that if foreign countries found them- 
selves at war whether in support of their 
obligations as members of the League or in 
self-defense they could not count upon 
the United States to supply weapons. And 
second, if they refused, as a sanction, to 
trade with the aggressor, it was doubtful 
whether the United States would do the 
same. In that case, the whole idea of eco- 
nomic sanctions grew hollow; only blockade 
could prevail, and that meant war. 

True, this was a hasty interpretation of 
the ultimate significance of the passage of 
the resolution; palmistry, rather than pene- 
tration. But only those with deep insight 
into the intelligence and moral nature of 
the American people could have been ex- 
pected to dispute it. Ironically this inter- 
pretation was longer maintained in Berlin 
than in London; it contributed to fatal 
German misjudgment of the ultimate 
American course. 

The passage of the Neutrality Resolu- 
tion dampened the spirit of resistance 'to 
Mussolini. As reported by Birchell in the 
New York Times of August 26, the resolu- 
tion "disappointed and even discouraged 
many here (London) who had hoped for 
United States cooperation in compelling 
the truculent to keep the peace. Coining 
during a period when the League members 
were wavering between their conciliation 
efforts and proposals to apply collective 
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iitive action to Italy, it must have justi- 
fied doubt in those circles of European 
government, as to the wisdom or signifi- 
cance of such punitive action." 

But it is also certain that the action of 
the American government was not the main 
reason for the hesitation of the League. 
Almost none of its members were ready to 
fight Italy. 

A strong element in British opinion 
clamored for collective action. But many 
of its public advocates seemed to infer that 
this form of action was a sort of magical 
prescription that would safely and pain- 
lessly dispose of any evil-doer. They seemed 
to think that condemnatory words, if hurled 
in unison, would halt dictators. Few spokes- 
men asked their fellow countrymen bluntly 
if they were willing, if need should be, to 
go to war against the Blackshirts. And the 
British military establishment, even its 
navy, was unready for immediate action. 
Nervousness seems to have entered even 
into the paneled rooms of the admiralty. 
The mementos of past valor and victories 
did not entirely dissipate fear that the Ital- 
ian fleet might be able to gain control over 
the eastern Mediterranean and the direct 
route to India. Or if that fear was dis- 
missed, the thought was left that a dam- 
aged fleet might someday soon have to deal 
with a stronger enemy. In the Foreign 
Office there was a great reluctance to smash 
the Stresa front, which had been formed 
against Germany by such hard diplomatic 
labors. The hope lingered that Italy might 
be retained as a useful ally. 

And France was resisting all suggestion 
of pressure on Italy with a firmness that 
aroused mistrust, as well it might. The 
government of Laval showed itself deter- 
mined to avoid any quarrel with Italy that 
would rupture their relations. He was pre- 
. pared, if need be, to sacrifice the League 
in favor of his understanding with Musso- 
lini. French opinion was wavering and 
divided. There were many especially 
among the Left parties who were de- 
voted believers in toe cause of the League, 
friends of all that was humane, and ene- 



mies of all that was cruel. But they were 
mostly men skilled only in the argument 
and appeal of the classroom or political 
meetings; they had not yet lived in the 
maquis and been toughened to the use of 
arms; and they did not control French 
opinion or their government. Fear of 
Germany reconciled many Frenchmen to 
Laval's open effort to serve Mussolini; fear 
of Russia brought approval from many 
others; fear of again experiencing the dread- 
ful sorrow and suffering of war, most of all. 
Laval could warn that there would be civil 
war in France if that country was called 
upon to fight Italy. His opponents could 
not threaten that there would be civil war 
if the League bowed before Fascism. 

This was the main gambit of doubt and 
deception that kept England wavering and 
France evasive. It was why they and the 
other countries of Europe failed to form a 
quick and effective combination in the 
League to halt Italy. However, each item 
of doubt gained extra weight because of 
the judgment that the United States would 
either stand aside, or even make such an 
attempt more difficult and dangerous. The 
passage of the Neutrality Resolution con- 
firmed that possibility. 

In the interval between the passage of 
the Neutrality Resolution and the Italian 
invasion of Ethiopia, American policy con- 
tinued to be as elusive as notes dancing in 
air. The Italian proclamations of defiance 
were becoming noisier and noisier. Reports 
on the tangled talks between the British 
and French governments produced com- 
plete uncertainty in Washington as to what 
to expect at Geneva. The American gov- 
ernment supplemented the confusion of 
counsel in Europe by diffuse and inconclu- 
sive explanations of its own. The Secretary 
of State on September 12 circulated a de- 
tailed account of the record of the Ameri- 
can government, vis-a-vis the Italian- 
Ethiopian dispute. This was intended both 
as a defense for our policy and an indirect 
means of renewing our plea that peace 
should not be broken. Its long explanations 
left only a sense of emptiness. It did not 
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affect the course of events in any way. Nor 
did the repetition of the plea for peace 
which was made by the President on the 
following day. 

The vague utterances were disregarded. 
The American multigraph machine failed. 
Hoping it knew not what, the American 
government waited for the next event. It 
waited uneasily. For the perception that 
only collective actions could really safe- 
guard future peace for the United States, 
though dismissed, would not quit the mind. 
A vague realization that the outcome of the 
League crisis would affect our future would 
not fade. 

Alas, when the wait was ended by the 
Italian invasion of Ethiopia on October 3, 
it was succeeded only by a greater agony of 
indecision. 

We had missed any chance decisively to 
influence events before the crisis. We had 
remained aloof while they shaped into an 
Italian threat not only against Ethiopia but 
against the whole League system. Then 
on the very eve of the clash we merely 
issued a statement urging all countries to 
support economic and world peace. Its in- 
choate stream of language seemed to sug- 
gest that the ultimate causes of the episode 
were economic and that if only trade bar- 
riers were removed, the aggressive pressure 
for political change would vanish. It was 
as though we thought that by holding up 
high the scales of abstract justice dispu- 
tants would come into court and bring their 
sins with them. Circumstances of the mo- 
ment did not justify the thought. 

Now events began to compel the govern- 
ment to move from the court of comment 
to the field of decision. Of the many as- 
pects of the problem before the American 
government only one was clear. It was 
agreed by all that the President was bound 
to recognize that war had come and apply 
the Neutrality Resolution. But the problem 
arose as to when to do so. Italy had issued 
no declaration of war; that country was still 
hoping that the world would shut its ears 
to the noise of exploding bombs. The 



League of Nations was in a state of pause. 
Should the American government be the 
first to affirm that war existed? There was 
room for query as to what immediate con- 
sequences might flow from that formal 
action. Would it make it more difficult for 
Italy to draw back"? Would it embarrass 
last-minute efforts of the League to halt the 
fighting by conciliation? 

Behind these perplexities lay further 
ones. If the government applied the Neu- 
trality Resolution and did nothing more, 
how might the later conduct of Italy and 
the League be affected? Would this step 
be taken to mean that we intended other- 
wise to ignore the Italian aggression, to give 
up all thought of dealing with it? Would 
this be a true reading of what the country 
might later decide to do? The executive 
was in no position to encourage hope that 
we would help effectively in any joint 
effort to stop Italy, but most Americans 
were ready to applaud the efforts of other 
countries to do so. Would an unsupple- 
mented announcement of American neu- 
trality give reluctant members of the 
League an acceptable reason for inaction? 
Would it enable them to place the blame 
for failure of the League upon the United 
States? 

The government craved a course of ac- 
tion that would be without consequence 
on external events. It wished for a line 
that could neither be attacked as calculated 
encouragement to the League to proceed 
with sanctions against Italy, nor used by 
unwilling members of the League as an 
excuse for not doing so. The lawyers of the 
State Department laboreH to supply a gar- 
ment of formulas within which we could 
shrink. 

Their task was made more difficult by 
the knowledge that Congress would insist 
that we deal with all belligerents on the 
same terms. Suppose the executive action 
went outside the Neutrality Resolution and 
tried, for example, to repress the flow of 
American war materials to Italy. Would it 
find itself driven to deny them also to Eng- 
land and France, if these countries found 
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themselves at war with Italy? 

The meetings of disturbed officials dur- 
ing the days that followed the invasion of 
Ethiopia were a convention hall of these 
queries. Every single one of them paraded 
around under its own banner. The Presi- 
dent was away from Washington. Views 
had to be discussed over the telephone and 
telegraph when he could be reached. 

On the one point that was clear, decision 
was prompt. The President and the Secre- 
tary of State concluded to recognize that 
war existed without waiting for the League 
to do so, and to place the mandatory pro- 
visions of the Neutrality Resolution into 
effect. It was their plain duty under the 
law so to act. The possibility that this 
precedent might later be regretted would 
have to be disregarded. Immediate applica- 
tion of the resolution had still another at- 
traction to minds caught in a multiple 
spray of cold doubt; it would serve as a 
proof of the contention that had been care- 
fully maintained by the State Department 
that American action was independent of 
that of other nations. 

This decision was made in the face of 
an urgent plea of the American Minister 
at Geneva to delay. He was opposed to an 
American declaration that war existed be- 
fore the Council of the League affirmed it. 
He feared the stain of responsibility on our 
cuff if we moved our hand first. 

During the days of October 4 and 5, 
when the proclamations were being pre- 
pared, forecasts in Washington of what 
the Council might decide to do were scant 
and confused. The British government was 
in the direct line of conflict. Thus, when 
the proclamations were ready, it was 
thought a reasonable precaution and cour- 
tesy to afford it a chance to object to their 
immediate issuance. No objection was 
made. 

The President proceeded to declare that 
"a state of war unhappily exists between 
Ethiopia and the Kingdom of Italy." One 
proclamation was issued prohibiting ship- 
ment of arms, ammunition, and implements 



of war to the belligerents. Another re- 
quested American citizens not to travel on 
die ships of belligerents and stated that if 
they did so it was at their own risk. 

In announcing this action, and in all 
later expositions of our course throughout 
the episode, the State Department empha- 
sized that they were taken in entire inde- 
pendence of other countries. Any sugges- 
tion that heed was being taken of events at 
Geneva was indignantly denied; any con- 
tention that it was our duty to prevent 
Italian aggression was answered with 
silence. The country was repeatedly in- 
formed that the government had but one 
thought or aim to "keep out of war." 

This explanation of the basis of our pol- 
icy was irritating to all except those Ameri- 
can officials who were in the center of the 
buffeting storm. It was immune from 
direct objection. It conformed to the pre- 
vailing American opinion that joint action 
with other countries would "involve" us in 
war. It made it possible to avoid a debate 
that would almost certainly have been lost; 
whether or not the security and welfare of 
the United States demanded a concert of 
action with foreign powers. 

Here in this Ethiopian dispute were 
born the verbal formulas that were used to 
explain and defend many important actions 
of the Executive during the troubled years 
ahead first, that they were independently 
conceived and taken, and second, that they 
were designed solely to keep the United 
States out of war. By their use it was pos- 
sible for American diplomacy to achieve a 
measure of freedom from the restraints of 
ignorance and lethargy. But they failed 
ever to direct the full force of American 
influence or power to prevent developments 
that made war inevitable. Friends were left 
without assurance. Foes could form the be- 
lief that the American instinct for great- 
ness, hatred of evil, and shrewdness had 
lapsed. But the bitter unwillingness of 
American opinion to mingle in foreign dis- 
putes exacted from their leaders this in- 
sufficient and misleading version of the 
realities they had to take into account. . . . 
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T. 
E post-war epoch is only intelligible 
when we grasp the moral and spir- 
itual conservatism of the Peace settlement 
The attempt to extend democratic princi- 
ples heyond the shifting confines of the 
nation state was not made. Instead, the old 
order of nation states was re-established, 
the colonial empires enlarged, economic 
imperialism encouraged and central Europe 
balkanized. Such a settlement would have 
been excusable on one condition, that it 
was recognized for what it was, a tempo- 
rary expedient hurriedly thrown together 
by exhausted politicians. But this did not 
happen. On the contrary, the peace was 
ushered in with a blowing of moral trum- 
pets unprecedented in history. Wilson, 
anxious to save his face, argued that the 
settlement was in accordance with his 
Fourteen Points, and the peoples of the 
victor nations were taught to believe that 
a new era of international order had begun. 
An old-fashioned treaty was decked out 
with all the attributes of a new dispensa- 
tion, and the German nation was de- 
nounced as guilty of the world war. 

The result was that the peoples of the 
victorious democracies were lulled into an 
easy acquiescence. Believing (for men will 



always believe what they want to believe) 
that peace and justice had been estab- 
lished, they assumed that no more needed 
to be done. First the Covenant of the 
League and disarmament, and then Collec- 
tive Security, became for the common man 
the symbols of international righteousness, 
and a strange new philosophy spread, par- 
ticularly in England. "Collective Pacifism" 
sufficiently describes its character. 

This theory held that power politics had 
in fact been abolished and that, since the 
rule of International Law was an accom- 
plished fact, the peoples of the world could 
rely upon the Covenant of the League for 
their security. Now that the civilized 
nations were united in their abhorrence 
of aggression, world-wide responsibilities 
could lightly be undertaken simultaneously 
with an extensive disarmament. The un- 
pleasant fact that Collective Security might 
mean British war was discreetly veiled 
under the name of sanctions, just as the 
extension of the colonial empires had been 
disguised as mandates. 

The myth of collective security captured 
the progressive Liberals of England just as 
the myth of the U.S.S.R. captured the 
Socialist Left. What actually happened in 
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Russia or Geneva was immaterial to people 
who desired less to organize peace and jus- 
dee than to believe that peace and justice 
were already organized. The trained Marx- 
ist and the intelligent Conservative, who 
ridiculed these airy visions, were regarded 
as brutal materialists by people whose ig- 
norance of foreign affairs was only matched 
by their desire for a secular religion to re- 
place the orthodox Christianity which they 
had mostly lost. Russia and the League 
became articles of belief for growing sec- 
tions of public opinion which were able to 
unite when Russia joined the League in 
1934. 

This was the first occasion on which the 
Left in Great Britain had evolved its own 
foreign policy. Previous to 1914 such mat- 
ters had remained outside the sphere of 
party politics because the balance of power 
had been for so long an undisputed dogma. 
It is not surprising therefore, that the Brit- 
ish Left accepted President Wilson as its 
prophet and brushed aside all doubts of 
the new dispensation. Anti-militarism and 
anti-imperialism had been for generations 
strong in all classes and had gained added 
strength since the Boer War. To these 
negative feelings were now added a positive 
creed, which satisfied the consciences of 
democrats who had been vaguely worried 
by British imperialism. 

We have observed previously that polit- 
ical ideas percolate upwards, and that the 
British middle classes constantly impress 
their ideology upon the rulers of the coun- 
try. The post-war period was no exception 
to this rule. Great Britain was crippled by 
debts, and soon discovered that she would 
be unable easily to regain her pre-war 
trade. Though in the early years the Con- 
servatives preferred isolation and permitted 
the French to rule Europe, they soon dis- 
covered that economic recovery was impos- 
sible without a revival of Germany and a 
restoration of European confidence. This 
was achieved at Locarno in 1925, and from 
that year onwards Conservative opinion 
became gradually converted to League 
ideals. Since there was no potential ag- 



gressor, it seemed easy to accept the Cove- 
nant and to relieve taxation by easing the 
armament programme. Without any imme- 
diate sacrifice of imperial interests, Britain 
was able to accept the League idea. 

Seen in retrospect, the period from 1918- 
1933 is marked by a growing lethargy in 
the victor nations. Neither at home nor 
abroad did democracy undertake a single 
great constructive enterprise. Victory 
seemed to have deprived France and Brit- 
ain of their dynamic: their Conservatives 
ceased to be ardent imperialists, and their 
Socialists lost their revolutionary fervour. 
A spirit of collective pacifism possessed 
them, and made the peoples content with 
the lazy approval of high ideals, the verbal 
condemnation of injustice, chicanery and 
oppression. Holding all the power, the 
Western democracies disdained to use it, 
so long as the status quo was in any way 
tolerable. The attitude of America was not 
dissimilar, except that here the League idea 
was rejected and the Monroe doctrine was 
still regarded as America's contribution to 
world peace. 

A myth is only justifiable if it stimulates 
to action. But "Collective Pacifism" was a 
sedative, not a stimulant. It intoxicated the 
democracies with a feeling of moral supe- 
riority and well-being, while it sapped their 
sense of responsibility. Gradually statesmen 
and peoples alike began to believe that the 
League of Nations was a force able to do 
the work which previously fell to the vari- 
ous nations. Instead of relying on them- 
selves and on co-operation with their allies, 
they began to rely on the League to pre- 
serve peace. Since the League had no co- 
ercive power at its disposal, this trust was 
wholly unjustified. 

No one Party or section of the popula- 
tion can be blamed for this collapse of 
democratic morale. The great opportunity 
had been missed in 1918-19: and it was 
difficult for the Western democracies to 
recover from that failure. They had 
encouraged nationalism as the basis of 
government; they had retained economic 
imperialism and permitted international 
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finance to function independently of gov- 
ernment policy. In brief, they had as far 
as possible returned to pre-war conditions. 
Having done so, they sought to humanize 
them. That they failed is an indication 
that good intentions and kindness, un- 
backed by resolution and knowledge, may 
disguise injustices but never eradicate 
them. Kindness and good-will no doubt 
console the patient suffering from cancer, 
but they will not cure the cancer; and the 
patient whose practitioner only displays 
these qualities, may, in his intolerable 
agonies, turn to a quack and curse the 
Christian humanity which his practitioner 
displays. 

The growth of Fascism is only intelligi- 
ble against the background of Collective 
Pacifism. Though in each case its imme- 
diate cause was internal economic distress, 
both its philosophy and its success are 
largely due to the international situation 



produced by the Anglo-French hegemony 
of the post-war years. Since the Western 
democracies had so lamentably failed to 
organize the world for peace, the Fascists 
have been able without much difficulty to 
organize it for war. Since France and Eng- 
land were determined at all costs to retain 
the sovereignty of the nation state, Fascism 
has mobilized the nation against the League 
Powers. Since the democratic victors re- 
fused to recognize racial equality, Fascism 
has made racial inequality into a principle 
of policy. Against democracies too lethargic 
to end the exploitation of colonial peoples, 
Fascism has begun a new crusade which 
openly glorifies imperialism as a national 
right of the nobler races. In brief, it has 
selected from Liberal democracy all its 
nationalism and imperialism, stripped them 
of their humanitarianism and displayed 
them to the world in all their nakedness. 
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